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UNION. 


to  WILLIAM  SJURIN,  »t% 

SI  R, 

x  OUR  opinions  on  the  momentous  National 
Queftion  which  is  now  under  difcuflion,  are 
pretty  generally  known  ;  and  as  your  merited 
eminence  in  the  profeflion  to  which  you  belong 
renders  it  likely  that  thofe  opinions  will  have 
much  weight  with  a  body  of  men,  who,  in  their 
turn,  are  not  unlikely  to  influence  the  fentiment  of 
the  Nation,  I  conceive  that  before  a  meeting  of 
the  Bar  takes  place,  it  may  not  be  improper  to 
fubmit  to  you  a  few  obfervations  on  the  impor- 
tant fubject  which  will  be  there  taken  into  confi- 
deration. 

I  addrefs  you  as  a  Barrifter,  not  as  Captain  of 
the  Lawyers'  Corps.     You  tannot,  I  am  certain, 

B  require 


require  to  be  reminded,  that  political  difcuiTion  is 
very  unfuitable  employment  for  a  foldier  ;  that 
d  bodies  cannot  deliberate  on  affairs  of  State, 
vith  the  tenor  of  their  duties,  or  the 
ends  of  their  inftitution.  When  they  feel  their 
obedience  to  the  Executive  to  be  treafon  to  the 
Conftitution,  let  them  lay  down  their  arms,  (as 
happened  in  the  reign  of  James  the  Second)  but 
let  them  net  in  the  mean  time  convert  a  Military 
AiTociaiion  into  a  deliberative  Affembly.  It  was 
not,  during  the  mod  flouriming  or  happy  periods 
of  the  Roman  Power,  that  her  Emperors  owed 
their  promotion  to  the  deliberations  and  fuffrages 
of  her  Praetorian  Bands ;  and,  as  for  our  parts, 
(I  fpeak  of  us  defcendants  from  Englifh  fettlers) 
we  are  too  far  removed  from  our  Saxon  proge- 
nitors— too  far  entangled  in  the  complicated  and 
lulling  habits  of  peaceful  refinement,  to  attempt 
reviving  their  martial  cuftoms,  and  exprefs  our 
fentlments  of  public  meafures  by  the  ciafhing  of 
our  fwords. 

Thefe  are  principles  too  obvious  for  you  to  re- 
quire information  upon  ;  and  I  am  confident  that 
neither  you,  nor  the  refpectable  Corps  which  you 
command,  fand  to  which  I  too  have  the  honor  of 
belonging)  will  ever  lofe  fight  of  them,  or  fet  the 
dangerous  example  of  deviation  from  them  to  the 
other     Corps     of     Yeomanry    throughout    the 

I  addrefs 
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I  addicf*  you  m< 
as  I  believe  you  arc,  and  p 
to  mc  to  do,  one  of  the  Founded  and  clear, 
adorned  intellects  that  has  ever  yet  fallen  within 
my  obfervation,   fupportod   by  an  enviable  calm 
of  temper    and  difpofrtibn,   you  will  fur. 
me  a  patient  and  attentive  hearing. 

The  prefent  queflion  is  probably  the  mod:  mo- 
mentous t^at  has  ever  yet  been  fubmitted  to  the 
difcumon  of  lrifhmen  ;  and  lb  material  is  it  that 
the  fubject  ifiould  be  coolly  and  fully  inveiligated 
through  all  its  topics,  that  I  hold  the  man  to  be 
warranted  who  comes  forward  as  I  do,  (without 
waiting  to  have  completely  made  up  his  own  mind 
upon  the  whole  of  the  fubject)  to  expofe  to  the 
public  eye  the  progreffive  and  unfinifhed  opera- 
tions of  his  uiidcrfhmding,  and  avow  the  refult  of 
each  partial  inveftigation,  whether  that  refult  lias 
been  doubt  or  conviction. 

In  doing  thiis^  I  may  fupply  my  countrymen 
with  materials,  on  which  fome  abler  mind  will 
operate  with  more  effect,  and  convert  them  to 
better  purpoie  than  I  have  had  the  lkill  to  do. 
I  may  happen  to  hint  that  which  my  reader  had 
overlooked,  yet  which,  when  ieen,  he  can  pur- 
fue  to  an  extent  that  I  could  not  pretend  to  reach  : 
where  in  dating  the/  I  fh;al   < 

mate  oppolite  arguments  as  or'  equal   w< 
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more  juft  and  accurate  underftanding  may  difcera 
preponderancy  on  one  fide,  and  thus  while  1  am 
but  communicating  my  own  doubts,  I  may  be 
helping  others  to  a  decifion. 

But  though  I  were  able  to  do  no  more'  (and 
felf-love  will  not  permit  me  to  wifh  for  greater 
fuccefs)  than  excite  in  others  the  fame  fluctuation 
and  uncertainty  which  a  ballancing  of  reafons 
had  produced  in  me,  it  will  not  fdlow  that  I 
fhould  do  no  fervice  to  thofe  that  hear  me.  Un- 
certainty is  in  many  cafes  a  more  eligible  ftate  of 
mind  than  our  pride  and  ignorance,  the  parents 
of  our  precipitation,  will  allow  ur  to  admit.  He 
who  chufes  to  weigh  the  arguments  before  he 
decides  the  queftion,  is  not  a  weaker  man  than 
him  who  decides  without  examination ;  yet  the 
period  of  examination  will  be  a  period  of  doubty 
and  the  duration  of  this  period  will  bear  fome 
proportion  to  the  complication  of  the  queftion, 
and  to  the  number  of  the  arguments  which  it 
fupplies.  But  this  interval  of  uncertainty  it  has 
been  my  lot  to  find  fcorned  by  the  promptitude 
and  fublimity  of  many  of  thofe  geniufes  with- 
whom  I  have  converfed  on  the  fubjecl  of  Union. 

Men  are  not  zealous  (ftill  Iefs  are  they  violent) 
in  fupporting  an  opinion  the  truth  of  which  they 
doubt.  We  do  not  venture  to  ftamp  and  rant, 
h  here  we  are  not  lure  that  we  are  (landing  on 

firm 
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firm  ground.  Now,  as  a  violent  fuppoi  1  of  either 
fide  of  the  prcTent  queflion  dor-,  DOl  (bea  <_;dcu- 
lated  to  promote  the  happinefs  or  tranquility  erf 
©ur  country,  that  man  is  perhaps  fomething  more 
than  juftificd,  who  would  excite  doubts,  for  the 
purpofe  of  appealing  violence. 

Whether  Government  has  any  defign  of  en- 
trapping the  country,  of  firfl  enticing  them  into 
an  admiflion  of  the  principle  of  an  Union,  and  of 
then  perverting  this  acquiefcence  into  an  obflacle 
to  their  effectually  oppofing  every  difadvantagcous 
kind  of  Union,  is  a  queftian  which  I  fhall  confider 
hereafter,  as  well  as  the  befl:  means  of  defeating 
fo  mifchievous  a  defign  :  At  prefent,  I  can  hard- 
ly conceive  fuch  an  intention  to  exift.  I  reft  my 
doubts  not  on  that  implicit  confidence  in  the  can- 
dour of  Adrnmiftrations,  which  however  com- 
pofed,  I  am  not  inclined  to  place  in  them — nor 
on  that  opinion  of  their  profound  wifdom,  which 
I  have  not  been  ufed  to  entertain,  but  on  the 
rnariifefl  imprudence  and  vanity  of  fuch  a  defign  : 
on  my  intimate  perfuafion  that  no  Union,  unfairly 
conducted,  can  in  the  prefent  ftate  of  things,  be 
■peaceably  or  fecurely  atchieved.  In  fhort,  I  found 
myfelf  on  that,  which  whether  in  the  cafe  of  in- 
dividuals or  clalfes,  experience  has  taught  me  to 
be  the  furefl  bafis — the  felfifh  regard  which  Ad- 
miniftration  will  have  for  thofe  interelts  which 
.are  too  obvious  for  them  to  miltake. 

AfTuming 


Aflfuming  then,  (upon  thofe  grounds  which  I 
have  juft  been  dating)  that  no  fuch  illiberal  in- 
tention is  harboured,  I  proceed  to  alledge  that 
oppofition  to  an  Union  is,  in  the  prefent  flage  of 
the  queftion,  premature  on  the  part  of  every  man 
but  him  who  is  prepared  to  aflert  "  that  no  fcheme 
of  Union  can  be  de-vifcdy  which  will  not  be  injurious 
to  this  Country" 

Such  as  make  this  maxim  their  foundation,  have 
prefent  grounds  for  oppofing  an  Union ;  but 
oppofition  is  untimely  on  the  part  of  thofe,  wha 
(with  me)  refufe  to  adopt  a  principle  fo  compre-* 
henfive. 

I  have  heard  Gentlemen  inveigh  with  become 
ing  patriotifm  againft  fchemes  which  went  to 
extinguijh  Ireland  ;  but  after  liftening  to  fuch  in- 
vectives, I  have  felt  inclined  to  enquire  what  they 
had  to  do  with  the  queftion  before  us  ? — I  muft 
be  woefully  deftitute  of  grounds  for  my  conduct  or 
opinions,  before  I  would  confent  to  reft  them  on  a 
metaphor.  Figurative  language  fometimes  illuf- 
trates,  and  very  frequently  deludes  j  and  if  we 
muft  analyfe  the  froth  of  paffion  or  declamation, 
in  fearch  of  that  rational  fpirit,  which  it  is  vapid 
except  fo  far  as  it  contains,  I  fhould  fay,  that  the 
terms  extinction  and  incorporation  prefent  mod 
diilimilar  ideas  to  my  mind. 

To 


abolifh  the  Legislature,   and  annul  the  Ju- 
jifprudenee  of  our  country,   to  atchieve  (fur 
ample)  the   objects    of   the   late    Rebellion,    I 
would  indeed  be  to  extinguifh  Ireland  ;    and  tHofe 
who,  by  an  intemperate  and  turbulent  oppofiti 
/o  the  name  of  Union,   are  perhaps  contribu' 
to  throw  the  nation  into  new  convulfions,    woidd 
do  well  to    confider  whether  they  may  not  be 
producing  that  extinction,  which  they  are  in  fuch 
a  hurry  to  deplore. 

But,  preferving  the  fovereign  power  of  Ire- 
land, to  transfer  it  (not  politically,  but  locally) 
to  England,  merely  to  change  the  feat  of  its 
exercife,  and,  if  I  may  fo  exprefs  myfelf,  the 
center  of  its  energy  ;  to  transfer  it,  not  impaired, 
but  only  modified  in  that  degree  which  the 
transfer  renders  inevitable,  this  will  not  be  to 
extinguifh  Ireland.  Stating  matters  in  the  abftracl7 
the  Legiflative  incorporation  of  the  Britannick 
lilands  might  as  truly  be  called  the  extinction  of 
one,  as  of  the  other.  It  does  not  Icljcn  the  in- 
dependence of  either  country  ;  but  only  renders 
the  term  independent  inapplicable  ;  it  being  a  term 
expreflive  of  relation,  and  all  political  relations 
having  ceafed,  when  the  two  countries  have 
coalefced,  and  become  one.  Such  a  confolida- 
tion  would  annul,  without  diminifhing,  the  inde- 
pendence of  Ireland  :  It  would  only  annul,  by 
identifying  it  with  the   independence  of  Great 

Britain. 
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As  my  -  a  to  aTgne,  and  net  to  debate,  I 
wifh  to  be  precifely  imderftood.  I  would  there- 
fore explain  my  meaning  in  fome  expreilions 
which  I  have  ufed. 

I  have  fpoken  of  the  Legiflative  change  which 
an  Union  might  produce,  as  a  transfer  of  the 
Sovereign  power  of  Ireland  "  unimpaired.'*''  On 
this  expreffion  I  would,  by  way  of  comment, 
make  the  following  obfervations  : 

i ft,  That  to  alter  is  not,  ex  li  termini,  to  fubvert, 
nor  even  to  impair :  a  pofition  which,  if  acquiefced 
in,  fas  it  mult  be,  unlefs  we  are  prepared  to  infift 
that  to  reftore  a  difeafed  man  to  health  would  be 
to  impair  or  fubvert  his  Conftitution,)  would  fur- 
nifh  an  anfwer  to  much  that  I  lately  heard  you 
urge,  when  placed  in  a  fituation,  in  which  my 
refpect  for  you  makes  me  hope  I  (hall  never  fee 
you  again. 

2dly,  That  the  fame  alteration  in  the  frame  of  the 
Irifh  Legiflative,  which  under  fome  circumilances 
would  be  a  fubverfion  of  the  Conftitution,  might 
under  others,  not  be  even  an  impairing  of  it. 
For  inftance,  every  reader  of  common  fenfe 
muft  perceive,  what  I  fhould  much  tranfgrefs  the 
proper  limits  of  a  letter  if  I  were  to  attempt  to 
prove,  viz :  That  though,  if  there  were  no 
Union,  it  would  be  a  manifeft  fubverfion  of  our 

Conftitution 
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Conftltution,  to  reduce  the  number  of  our  I 
giflative  Chambers,  (fay  of  our  Houfe  of  I. 
to  40,  and  of  our  Commons  to  ico,)  yet 
not  follow  that  this  abridgeme: 
the  fcheme  >. '  ,  even  tends  to  impair  the  Con- 

ftitution  ; — For, 

?dly,  I    cannot   fee   that  conferiir. 
Imperial  I..  (    rporation,  of  K. 

and  Commons,  the  right  of  ng  for  .   r 

whole  Empire,  (of  courfe  including  Ireland  J 
in  the  ey«         a  philofopher  be  an  _-  of 

the  Irifh  Conftitution,  provided  there  be  inf;. 
into  that  bodv  of   Law-givers  a  portion  of  Irifh 
influence,  adequate  to  the  effectual  prote-. 
Irifh  interefts.     Therefore,   the   exchange  which 
a  .   equitable  fcheme  of  Union  propc 

would  be  a  furrender  rather  of  the  '.ian  the 

of  the  Iriih  Constitution  ;    and  a  furrender, 
compenfated  by  the  acquiiiticn  of  ether 
equally  calculated  for   the  attainment   of  tl 
en,: 

4thly,  The  fubordinate  <vand  ft  ill  pure! 
compenfated)  furrender  01 /;..•'•  inferioi 
of  political  power  :al   to  the 

■  of  our  Legislature  is  one,    tl 
of  which  need  not  J 

involved  in  that  of 
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That  the  Sifter  Countries  form  but  one  Empire 
will  not  be  denied  j  and  that  it  is  defirable  that 
one  Empire  mould  be  governed  by  one  Legiflature, 
is  a  propofition,  which  at  leaft  is  not  on  the  face 
of  it,  abfurd. 

The  very  appellation  of  fitter  countries  involv- 
ed an  allegory,  which  by  recommending  cordial 
unanimity,  was  meant  to  correct  the  mifchievous 
tendencies  of  diftinctnefs  and  fepc<ration  ;  and 
which  fuggefts  an  argument  for  Union,  not  fo 
weak,  as  it  may  be  vague  and  undefined. 

Had  the  original  Conftitution  of  the  Britifh 
Empire  given  to  each  of  the  kingdoms  which 
compofe  it  that  Conftitution,  which  an  Union, 
formed  on  jujl  principles ^  would  now  confer/would 
any  one  of  thofe  conftituent  kingdoms  have  been 
juftified  in  complaining  ?  Would  one  of  them 
have  been,  (even  theoretically,)  lefs  free  or  happy, 
than  difunited  Ireland  (alas  !  in  many  fenfes  dif- 
united  !)  is  at  prefent  ?  Could  Ireland  have 
originally^  on  the  ground  of  political  juftice, 
demanded  more,  (to  purfue  a  hint,  which  I  have 
met  with  in  an  argumentative^  but  furely  in  fome 
parts  objectionable  pamphlet,  which  I  have 
lately  read,)  than  that,  like  Yorkfhire,  fhe  mould 
have  an  adequate  mare  in  the  imperial  go- 
vernment, and  rcprefentation  ?  If  not,  then 
will  fhe  now  impair  her  Conftitution,  by  furren- 

dering 
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dcring  it,  (or  rather  its  prefent  diftinetr  in 

torifideration  of  obtaining  all,  that  in  political 
juftice  flic  could  ever  have  demanded  ?  Surely 
not,  unlefs  her  prefent  Constitution  be  fomething 

inconfiflent  with  the  principles  of  political  juflice. 

Let  it  be  recollected  that  I  am  not  invcfligating 
the  merits  of  this  or  that  fcheme  of  Union.  I  am 
only  enquiring  whether  Union  in  the  abflracl  (that 
is,  every  Union)  mud  be  bad.  And  I  do  confefs, 
that  I  can  feel  no  more  extacy  or  abhorrence,  in 
contemplating  the  abflracl  idea  of  an  Union,  than 
I  could  do  in  contemplating  the  abflracl:  idea  of  a 
fquare  or  a  triangle. 

Having  thus  difclaimed  all  extacy  from  the  con- 
templation of  this  metaphyfical  exiilence — Union, 
it  follows  that  I  muff  be  as  averfe  from  violent  ap- 
probation, as  from  violent  oppofition.     I  am  not 
fo  far  gone  in  political  chivalry,  as  to  call  upon  my 
readers  to  acknowledge  the  tranfeendant  beauty 
of  what  neither  of  us   have  ever  feen.     Union, 
in  the  abjiracl,  I  look  on  to  be  neither  good  nor 
bad,  except  fo  far  as  oii  Lcgiilature  may  be  defer- 
able for  one  Empire  ;  and  as  removing  the  feat  of 
power  may  be  (I  do  not  fay  will  be)   a  corrective 
of  party  animofities  which  rage  here  at  prefent  ; 
and  even  thefe  theoretic  and  abflracl  advanta; 
I  feel  maybe  balanced,  if  not  outweighed,  by  op- 
polite  inconveniences. 
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But  having  qualified  the  arTertion  as  above,  I 
would  after t  that  Union  in  the  ab  (tract  is  a  thing 
indifferent,  and  becomes  good,  or  bad,  according 
to  the  kind  of  Union  that  it  is,  and  to  the  circum- 
Aances  under  which  it  is  obtained. 

I  therefore  confefs,  that  whenever  the  queftion 
of  Union  ihall  become  a  fubject  for  legiflative 
uifcumon,  I  wifh  it  may  be  fo  contrived  as  that 
we  lhall  not  be  called  on  to  worlhip  or  renounce 
a  mere  abftract  exigence,  which  cannot  be  a  pro- 
per object  for  either  devotion  or  invective  ;  but, 
in  the  language  of  the  Droll  who  remonftrated 
with  the  Knight  of  la  Mancha,  I  fhould  require  to 
behold  this  Dulcinea  of  Adminiitration,  before  I 
acknowledged  its  fupreme  beauty. 

If  you  mould  be  curious  to  know  the  writer  of 
this  letter,  I  mail  gratify  this  curiofity,  fo,  far  as 
is  confident  with  the  incognito  which  I  wifh  to 
preferve,  by  informing  you  that  I  am  a  man  who 
has  no  connection  with  the  Government,  and 
who,  at  the  k:ij},  owes  them  no  obligation :  that: 
I  am  a  perfon  whofe  ambitious  views,  rcaleant 
fmntun%  an  Union  mull  obftruct :  that  I  am  a 
ibgr  of  Parliament,  and 

A   BARRISTER. 
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I  E  T  T  E  R     II. 
to  WILLIAM  SJURIN,  esq. 


G  I   R- 


I  ERHAPS  I  err  in  conceiving  you  not  only  to 
have  narrowed  the  grounds  of  your  oppofition 
to  an  Union,  but  to  have  taken  new  grou:. 
diltincT:  from,  if  not  inconfiftent  with  your  former. 
When  fome  days  ago  I  had  the  honour  of  hearing 
you  declare  your  fentiments  on  this  important 
Queftion  to  the  Lawyers'  Corps,  I  found  you 
foaring  beyond  all.fuch  fubordinate  confidcra- 
tions  as  the  expediency  of  agitating  the  fubj 
in  the  prefent  ftate  of  the  kingdom  :  you  then 
oppofed  an  Union  on  the  more  permanent  and  in- 
flexible principle  of  its  being  a  radically  uncon- 
ftitutional  meafure  ;  and  therefore  fuch  as  no 
Yeoman  could  fupport  without  violating  that  o 
which  he  had  taken  under  the  provifions  of  a  late 
Aft  of  Parliament.  In  order  to  demonftrate  that 
an  Union  was  a  meafure  directly  fubverfi  re  of  the 
Conftitution,  I  (and  others)  recoiled  that  you 
put  this  as  a  parrallel  and  illuftrative  cafe  and 
queftion  :  "  Suppofe,"  faid  you,  "  that  it  mould 
pleafe  the  Government  to  make  an  arrangement 
by  which  Money  Bills,  inftead  of  originating 
from  the  Commons,  mould  originate  from  the 

Crown, 


Crown,  could  any  man  deny  that  this  was  an  In- 
fringement of  the  Constitution,  or  could  Yeomen, 
confidently  with  their  oaths,  lend  their  fupport 
to  fuch  innovation  V 

From  the  tenor  of  your  motion  at  the  Bar 
Meeting  held  this  day,  I  infer  that  you  have  de- 
ferted  this  ground  of  eternal  oppofition,  and  are 
content  to  fet  up  a  temporary  bar  to  the  fcheme  of 
Union. 

The  import  of  the  Refolution  which  was  this 
day  carried,  by  a  large  majority,  was,  that  the 
Union  would  be  an  innovation  upon  the  Conjiitution  of 
Ireland  ;  and,  that  bringing  forward  fuch  a  queftion 
in  the  prefcnt  ftate  of  the  kingdom^  would  be  highly 
imprudent  and  dangerous. 

Rcfpecling  you  as  I  do,  I  am  mortified  to  find 
myfelf  obliged  to  differ  from  you  fo  widely  as  I 
do  on  the  prefent  queftion  ;  nay  more,  at  finding 
that  by  changing  your  ground,  as  you  have  done, 
you  have  encreafed  the  interval  which  there  was 
between  our  opinions :  I  thought  your  former 
judgment  premature  y — but  I   think  your   latter 


Conceiving  an  undefined  Union  to  be  a  thing 
indifferent,  I  fhould  have  withheld  my  approba- 
tion, and  thought  you  ought  to  have  withheld 

rour 


your  ccnfure,  until  the  lame  rumour  which 
ftatfed  that  an  Union  was  proje&ed,  fhould  have 
described  to  us  what  its  outline  and  foundation! 
were. — But  when,  (hifting  your  pofition,  you  ob- 
ject to  the  meafure  as  untimely,  1  feel  compelled 
to  differ  more  completely  from  you. 

To  me  it  fecms  that  no  better  period  for  alter- 
ation can  be  chofen,  than  one  in  which  heavy 
and  recent  calamities,  traceable  to  the  now  fab- 
Ming  ftate  of  things,  have  furniflied  grounds  for 
doubting  whether  the  (lability  of  our  prefent 
fituation  would  at  all  conduce  to  the  profperit? 
of  our  country. 

To  thofe  who,  if  the  alternative  of  Union  or 
Separation  were  propofed,  would  prefer  the  for- 
mer, it  may  fecm  that  the  late  afpecf.  of  Irifh  af- 
fairs, and  the  detected  plans  and  objects  of  our 
principal  confpirators,  have  gone  no  fmall  way 
towards  thus  limiting  our  choice,  and  dinting  us 
to  an  election  between  Union  and  Separation., 

Such  an  alternative  can  never  be  fo  plain  at 
demonftrably  to  exift  :  the  mod  that  can  be  feen  is 
that  which  I  already  fancy  myfelf  to  difcern,  viz. 
fuch  a  ftate  of  things  as  renders  it  probable  thai 
the  prefent  degree  of  connection  cannot  long  en- 
dure ;  but,  that  if  the  bonds  which  unite  the 
Sifter  Countries  be  not  ftrcngthened,  they  will  be 
broken. 

The 


it 

The  attempt  to  diffolve  our  prefent  connection 
with  England  might  in  different  ways  be  deplor- 
ably fuccefsful.  From  being  the  Sifter  Country 
of  Great  Britain,  the  Separatifts  might  fucceed 
in  degrading  us  to  the  ftate  of  her  conquered 
province,  and  thus  indeed  atchieve  fuch  an 
Union  as  would  annihilate  our  Conftitution  ;  or 
they  might  hand  us  over  to  the  {lifting  embrace 
of  France,  which  would  receive  us  with  open 
arms,  and  hug  us  moft  fraternally  to  death  %  but 
of  this  I  am  perfuaded,  that  to  diflblve  our  pre- 
fent connection  with  our  glorious  naval  ally  and 
protector,  would  not  be  to  promote  our  inde- 
pendence. 

Therefore  I  fhould  agree  with  thofe  who  pre- 
fer Union  to  attempted  Separation  :  I  fhould  con- 
cur with  thofe  who  conceived  that  where  we 
could  (though  dimly)  difcern  fuch  an  alternative 
before  us,  we  fhould  do  well  to  reduce  our  choice 
to  practice,  and  moor  ourfelves  in  time  ;  and  if  I 
thought  the  prefent  were  fuch  a  moment,  I  fhould 
infer  that  Union  was  not  now  an  untimely  quef- 
tion. 

Untimely  in  the  prefent  ftate  of  the  kingdom  ! — 
In  what  ftate  of  things  would  the  difcuftion  be 
opportune  ?  when  we  have  but  juft  emerged  from 
a  cruel  and  defolating  Rebellion,  into  which 
long-gathering    animofities    and    difcontents   at 

length 
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length  bur  ft  forth,  it  i>  deemed  moft  untimely,  and 
imprudent,  to  propofe  any  change  of  that  i 
if  not  from  which,  at  lead:  during  which,  thofe 
bloody  confequcnccs  flowed!  Shall  v.c  furrcn- 
der  a  diftinftnefs,  which  is  found  ib  valuably  pro- 
ductive, and  transplant  to  England  what  may 
there  ceale  to  produce  thofe  fruits  of  blood,  and  bi- 
gotry, and  civil  rage,  on  which  we  have  been 
lately  permitted  to  revel  here  ? 

Were  the  prefent  (late  of  the  kingdom  the  re-r 
yerfe  of  what  it  is,  had  Ireland,  advancing  alon§ 
the  paths  of  indultry  and  peace,  undifturbed  by 
civil  or  religious  difcord,  now  attained  that  prof- 
perity,  which  I  trufl  (till  awaits  her,  would  this 
De  the  proper  period  for  propofing  an  Union  ? — 
Could  the  Minifter  gravely  tell  the  Parliament, 
or  the  People,  that  their  fit  nation  being  manifeftly 
profperous  and  happy  in  a  high  degree^  he  thought  they 
could  not  do  better  than  immediately  alter  and  correcl 
that  Confiitution,  under  which  their  profperity  a)  J 
happinefs  had  grown  ? 

If  indeed  the  feeling  of  the  mafs  of  the  nation 
{I  mean  of  the  thinking  part  of  the  nation,")  be 
foaind  to  be  againll  an  Union,  the  meafure  ought 
then  to  be  abandoned,  as  untimelv  :  but  how  has 
this  feeling  been  vet  collected  or  announced:  or  do 
the  Bar  claim  to  be  endowed  with  a  fpirit  of  di- 
vination ?  It  is  plain  too,  from  the  tenor  of  the 

I)  defoliation 
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Rcfolution,  that  this  is  not  the  ground,  on  which 
the  meafure  is  afferted  to  be  untimely  :  it  is  an- 
nounced to  be  inopportune,  not  becaufe  repug- 
nant to  the  feelings  of  the  nation,  but  on  account 
cf 'the prefent  Jlate  of  the  kingdom  j  that  is  to  fay, 
in  my  opinion,  a  State,  furnifhing  arguments  rather 
for,  than  againft,  the  expediency  of  the  meafure. 

I  cannot  avoid  entertaining  fome  diflike  for 
thofe  dexterous  refolutions,  which  are  obfcure, 
vague,  or  equivocal  in  their  mode  of  expreffion, 
and  which  branch  out  into  fuch  (connected)  pro- 
portions as  will  allure  as  many  fupporters  as  may 
be.  They  feem  to  me  to  be  calculated  to  delude 
the  public,  by  an  appearance  of  more  unanimity 
than  really  exifts. 

The  Refolution  carried  to  day  defcribes  Union 
to  be  an  innovation  upon  the  Conftitution.  This 
charge  appears  to  me  to  be  either  deftitute  of 
applicable  meaning,  or  not  confident  with  truth. 

That  Union  is  Conftitutional  innovation,  if  by 
this  be  meant  that  it  is  a  novel  and  important 
change  in  the  mode  and  form  (rather  than  fub- 
ftance)  of  our  Conftitution,  is  very  true,  and  very 
obvious ;  too  obvious  to  need  being  attefted  by 
a  Refolution  of  the  Bar ;  and  in  no  way  that  I 
fee,  material  as  a  foundation  for  inference. 


But 
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But  if,  under  theafTertion,  it  be  iniinuated  thai 

Union  in  the  abftract  (for  of  none  other,  'till  the 
terms  arc  difclofed,'  can  we  fpeak,)  is  a  meal 
fubverfive  of  the  Conflitution,  the  polkion,  in 
my  mind,  becomes  at  once  infidious  and  untrue. 
Untrue,  becaufc  I  deny  that  no  Union  can  be 
devifed  which  will  leave  the  Irifh  Conflitution 
unfubverted  ;  (and  in  my  lafl  letter  I  have  en- 
deavoured to  juftify  this  denial,)  infidious,  be- 
caufe  it  indirectly  hints  that  permanent  objection 
to  Union  in  its  principle,  which  the  latter  branch 
of  the  Refolution  evades,  and  aflumes  the  fhape 
of  mere  objection  to  the  expediency  of  difcufling 
the  meafure  at  the  pre/cut  time. 

I  have  heard  mod  patriotic  denunciations 
againfl  thofe  who  would  fink  their  Country  to  a 
Province  ;  and  zealous  promifes  againfl:  concur- 
ring with  the  Traitors  who  would  fo  degrade 
her.  But  thefe  fallies  have  feemed  to  me  to  be 
fo  much  very  good  paflion  thrown  away  ;  for  it 
remains  to  be  proved  that  a  Union  with  Great 
Britain  would  fink  Ireland  to  a  Province. 

Subordinate  ebullitions  have  imprefTed  me  In 
the  fame  way  ;  (for  I  find  the  declaimers  againfl 
this  abflraclion,  have  a  little  phial  of  wrath,  ready 
to  pour  forth  upon  every  detail  into  which  the 
difcuffion  can  be  divided.) 

Thus 
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Thus,  when  I  am  told  that,  if  an  Union  mall 
take  place,  our  Benches  will  be  filled  with  Englifti 
Judges,  I  alk  myfelf  whether  the  political  Seer 
to  whom  I  am  liftening  has  inherited  the  fecond 
fight  of  Lord  Belhaven,  or  the  other  Scotch  op- 
ponents of  an  Union  ?  For  my  part,  having  no 
prophetic  viiion  of  the  terms  of  Union,  I  am 
faved  the  {hock  of  forefeeing  this  Judicial  impor- 
tation. 

But,  Sir,  you  are  of  opinion  that  the  Irifh 
Parliament  is  not  competent  to  ordain  an  Union  : 
that  its  authority  is  limited  by  the  Conftitution  ; 
and  that,  in  enacting  Union,  the  Houfe  of  Com- 
mons would  tranfgrefs  the  boundaries  of  its  de- 
legated power,  and  all  the  branches  of  the  Le- 
giflature  exercife  an  exorbitant  authority. 

That  the  authority  of  Parliament  is  an  authority 
within  the  Conftitution  is  very  obvious  ;  for  it  is 
an  authority  derived  from  the  Conftitution.  Par- 
liament therefore  cannot  fubvertthe  Conftitution ; 
for  this  would  be  to  cancel  their  own  title,  and 
deftroy  thefourceof  their  authority. 

But  when  has  it  been  conceded  that  Union  is 
fubverfive  of  the  Conftitution  ?  If  it  be  not,  then 
the  objection  to  the  competence  of  Parliament 
fails.  On  the  other  hand  if  it  be  fubverfive  of  the 
Conftitution,  we  need  not  difcufs  the  limits  of 

Parliamentary 
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Parliamentary  authoiiry,    but  at  once  reje£)    the 
meafure  on  this  very  iufficient  ground,   that   it 

would  be  definitive  of  witat  we  are  bound    and 
interelted  to  preferve. 

A  few  words  more  on  thi  competenc      I   P    - 

liament. — I  freely  admit  that,  in  enacting  anUnjqn, 
they  would  exereife  very  extraordinary  and  i;rlU- 
Jual  powers  ;  and  whether  or  not  exori 
point  of  theory,  might  I  think  be  fairjy 
In  favour  of  their  authority,  the  Scotch  Union, 
and  perhaps  the  Act  by  which  the  Parliament 
prolonged  the  period  of  its  own  duration,  mi;;!it 
in  the  way  of  precedent  be  alledged  ;  and  in  fim- 
port  of  their  power  on  principle  it  might  be  (aid, 
that,  in  ordaining  an  Union,  they  were  meddling 
lefs  with  the  ends,  than  with  the  means,  of  the  Con- 
ftitution  ;  and  though  they  were  fettling  its  forms, 
and  even  its  outworks,  were  leaving  its  fubftance 
untouched,  or  at  lead  its  fpirit  unimpaired. 

But  permit  me  to  confider  this  part  of  the  fub- 
jeft  in  another  point  of  view  ;  and  afk  might  not: 
Union  under  fome  poflible  circumftances  be  eli- 
gible P  And  how  more  conititutionally  than 
through  the  intervention  of  Parliament  could  it 
be  brought  about  ?  Should  not  the  meafure  flow 
from  the  will  of  the  people  ?  and  is  not  Parlia- 
ment the  Conftitutional  organ  for  utterinn-  t. 
will  ?     Would   not  their  unforced   acquielceive 
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adopt  and  ratify  the  meafure  of  their  Par- 
liament? Would  it  be  lefs  Conflitutional  thus 
conftruttively  to  legalize  fuch  a  proceeding,  than 
it  would  be  to  diflblve  the  Parliament,  and  call 
upon  the  people  to  do  that  which  the  Conftituti- 
on  had  never  empowered  them  to  do,  viz.  to 
elect  Deputies  for  the  particular  and  exclufive 
purpofe  of  enacting  this  meafure  ?  or,  finally, 
would  you  appoint  tribunes,  and  convoke  the 
people  by  tribes  and  centuries  to  vote  an  union  ? 
I  have  written  this  letter  haftily :  It  probably 
will  be  found  to  bear  the  marks  of  precipitation : 
I  wifli  that  fimilar  traces  may  not  be  found  in 
more  important  acts  of  the  prefent  day. 

I  have  the  honour  to  be,  &c. 

A  BARRISTER. 


LETTER 
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L  E  ITER      III. 
to   WILLIAM  SAUR1N,  l 

SI  R, 

IT  gives  me  plcafure  to  think  that,  as  I  pro- 
;  in  my  rather  defultory  examination  of  that 
gre£t  Queftion,  of  which  every  Irifhman  is  full, 
I  approach  topics,  where  the  difference  of  opinion 
between  you  and  me,  which  has  hitherto  been 
fo  wide,  may  at  lead  decreafe.  I  affure  you, 
without  compliment,  that,  in  a  cafe  of  doubt,  I 
mould  confider  your  diffent  to  be  a  ftrong  argu- 
ment againft  the  truth  of  any  opinion. 

At  another  time  I  mall  take  the  liberty  of 
fubmitting  to  you  fome  farther  and  fuller  dif- 
cuffion  than  is  to  be  met  with  in  my  laft,  of  the 
competence  of  Parliament  to  bind  this  country 
to  an  Union.  For  the  prefent  I  would  only  pro- 
pofe  this  queftion,  viz.  Whether  you  hold  Par- 
liament to  be  lefs  competent  to  enact  Uniony 
than  Reform  ? 

I  cannot  figure  to  myfelf  any  plan  of  what  is 
termed  Radical  Reform,  which  would  not  in- 
evitably go  to  the  abolition,  or  abridgement,  of 
prefent  individual  and  corporate  franchifes  ;  and 
I  fan*y  myfelf    to   difcern  as  many  theoretical 
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objections  to  the  competence  of  Reprefentatives  to 
reform  away  the  privileges  of  thofe  who  have 
returned  them,  and  cancel  thofe  very  conftituent 
franchifes  from  which  their  own  authority  has 
flowed,  as  can  be  raifed  againft  their  competence 
to  vote  an  Union.  Yet  I  doubt  whether  thofe 
who  feem  in  the  prefent  cafe  fuch  ftrict  definers 
of  Parliamentary  Authority,  would  with  equal 
parfimony'deal  out  to  the  National  Reprefentativc 
that  power,  which  was  to  be  employed  in  pro- 
ducing  radical  reform  ;  I  fufpect  we  mould  find 
thofe  political  mifers,  like  Nafidienus,  veferis  non 
■par cos  aceti  ;  no  niggards  of  the  four  produce  of 
popular  fermentation  ;  the  eftablifhed  pickle  and 
prefervative  of  tumult  and  difaffection !  I  even 
doubt  whether  innovation,  affuming  the  afpe£t  of 
Reform,  though  it  were  to  tear  up  the  ancient 
land-marks  of  the  Conflitution,  would  in  fome 
minds  excite  an  equal  panic,  with  that  which  it 
has  (truck  into  our.  learned  Body,  when  appearing 
in  the  lefs  hoftile  character  of  Union. 

But  to  proceed  to  the  main  fubject  of  this 
Letter. 

I  profefs  myfelf  unable  completely  to  underftand 
their  meaning,  who  (with  the  Author  of  the  Argu- 
ments for  and  againft  an  Union)  call  upon  us 
"  to  difcufs  the  principle  of  Union"  in  the  ab- 
ftratt  ;  andjuTert  that,  "  until  we  have  done  this, 

it 
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ft  h  ufcicls  to  enter  into  the  d  .— 

If  to  difcufs  the   principle   be  only  to  i 

what  it  is,  the  ililcullioii  is  foon  concluded,  i 
I,  formypart,  am  quite  prepared  to  i 
fJie  author  into  his  details.  The  principle  oi  an 
Union  I  prdnounce  to  be  D  ith  r  more  nor  ! 
than  this,  the  uniting  ofperibns  or  things  v. huh 
had  been  diftinct.  But  if  to  difcufs  the  prin 
pie,  means  to  pronounce  whether  Union  in  the 
abltratt  be  a  benefit,  or  a  mifchief,  to  the  thin  \ 
united,  1  confider  the  call  for  fuch  difcuiTion,  ii 
it  be  not  infidious,  to  be  abfurd  — Union  in  the 
abftracT:  "  cannot  be  ill  ;  cannot  be  good  ;"  and  I 
disapprove  "  this  fupa-natural  fdic'uing'  ol"  us 
to  afcertain  the  dpgree  in  which  it  poffeffes 
qualities,  which  it  is  incompatible  with  its  nature 
to  poflefs  at  all.  Ii*  I  were  afked  whether  an 
Union  with  England  would  be  advantageous  to 
this  country,  and  were  to  anfwer  the  queftion  in 
French,  I  mould  fay,  ce'Jlfeton,  If  you  were  a 
.(ingle  man,  and  that  it  Was  propofed  to  you  to 
marry  Titia,  you  would  be  apt  to  enquire  her 
age,  her  character,  her  accomplifhmuits,  per* 
haps  her  portion  ;  you  might  a(k  what  jointure 
me  would  require  ;  nay,  you  might  not  be  fo 
indifferent  as  to  her  appearance,  as  not  to  demand 
a  fight  of  the  lady,  or  at  leafl  of  her  picture  ;  and 
1  beg  leave  to  conjecture  that  you  would  confider 
that  perfon  to  hold  very  ftrange  language,  who 
allured  you  that  thefe  were  mere  details,  which 
E  ought 


ought  to  be   poftponed  until  you    had  difcuffed 
the  prjnciplc  of  this  matrimonial  union.     If  you 

re  ill  of  a  fever,  and  that  a  Quack  were  to 
infift  on  your  pledging  yourfelf  to  the  abftract 
principle  and  propriety  of  your  taking  a  certain 
powder  which  he  held  in  his  hand,  before  he 
entered  into  fuch  details  as  (hewing  whether  it 
Arfenic  or  James's  Powders,  I  mould  fufpect 
that  fuch  reafoning  on  his  part  might  be  a  pre- 
lude to  his  adminiftering  poifon,  and  if  you 
were  to  acquiefce,  I  mould  infer  that  you  were 
delirious.  In  a  word,  the  inveftigation  of  thofe 
details,  which  the  writer  above  cited  would 
poilpone,  is  in  my  mind  not  only  incident,  but 
infeparably  effential  to  a  fair  and  rational  difcuf- 

d  of  that  principle  which  we  are  thus  called 
upon  to  examine  before  we  go  into  fuch  details. 
Nay  I  feel  myfelf  warranted  to  go  fome  fleps 
farther.  It  is  impoflible  to  confider  the  idea  of 
Union  between  thefe  two  iflands  fo  abftractedly, 
fo  to  dived  it  of  all  its  apurtenants,  as  not  to 
perceive  that  on  the  part  of  Ireland  it  involves 
an  extenfive  and  important  transfer  of  ccnflitu- 
tional  rights  and  privileges,  which  we  hai-e  fworn 
to  di  and  national  honors  and  diilinclions  of 

which,  however  they  may  have  been  abufed,  as 
an  Irifhman  I  mould  blurti  if  I  were  not  proud. 
To  difcufs  the  principle  of  Union,  and  poftpone 
all  enquiry  as  to  terms  would  be  to  view  but  one 
half  of  the  Queftion :  It  would  be  to  contem- 
plate 


ph.: 

of  Irifli  furrender,   whilft  that  other 
Hiyfterioufly  withheld  froi  .  which  may 

cr  may  not  cdwilt  of  adequate  coi 
prcfumc  not  tocontroul  the  confeiencea  oi 

men  :    I  pretend  net  to  deny  the  poffibility  that  I 

am  mvfelf  under  a  delufion,  to  which  argument 
or  reflection  may  put  an  end  ;  but  fo  long  as  my 
prefent  opinions  remain,  I  feel  that  in  voting  an 
Union  to  be  advantageous,  before  I  had  heard 
what  were  to  be  the  conditions,  in  voting  for  the 
furrender  of  my  Country's  privileges  before  I 
had  fecured  that  more  than  comptnfation  for  which 
alone  thofe  privileges  (hould  be  bartered,  I  fliould 
not  only  belie  my  own  underftanding,  by  pro- 
nouncing that  to  be  advantageous  which  could 
only  be  indifferent,  but  I  fliould  (confidering 
oath  which  as  a  Yeoman  I  have  taken)  be  cruiltv 
of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury.  Therefore  if  de- 
tails mud  be  poftponed,  and  Government  infift 
on  a  previous  quellion  on  the  fur  Union, 

the  Members   of  the   Legiflature   who    coincide 
with  me  will  vote  agaii 
ciple  of  Union  ;   or  (in  more 
againfl   the    uncom  .1    furrender   of    I 

Rights. 

If,    indeed,    thi  I    to 

the   Irifli  Parliament,  \  Com- 

mini  oners   I  the 
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and  if  the  terms,  when  fettled  by  thefe  Com- 
mi//ioncrs,  ivcre- Jlill  to  be  completely,  fairly, 
and  effectually  open  to  the  revifion,  approba- 
tion, or  rejection  of  the  Parliament,  thofe  Mem- 
bers of  the  Legiflature  who  thought  with  me 
might  feel  that  by  concurring  in  the  appointment 
of  fuch  Commiffioners,  (not  entruiled  with  full 
and  final  powers,)  they  would  betray  neither  the 
honor,  nor  interefts  of  their  Country  :  Such 
vote  would  be  but  the  pro-vi/ional  approbation  of 
an  Union  :  It  would  fubilantially  combine  the 
difcuffion  of  the  abflract  principle  with  that  of 
the  details  ;  and  would  amount  to  no  broader  a 
virtual  pofition  than  this,  that  fuch  terms  of  Union 
might  be  fettled  between  tbe  Sifter  Countries,  as 
ivould  render  the  meafure  advantageous  to  Ireland  ; 
a  pofition  wThicb  I  am  not  difpofed  to  controvert. 

I  truft,  Sir,  that  both  you  and  Government 
will  agree  with  me,  not  only  that  an  Union 
ought  not  to  be  forced  upon  the  country,  and 
that  national  repugnance  if  fairly  and  fully 
collecled,  is  a  fufficient  objection  to  a  meafure  of 
this  peculiar  defcription,  however  great  and  de- 
monflrable  its  utility  in  other  refpecls  may  ap- 
pear ;  but  alfo  that  the  meafure,  if  perfifted  in, 
mould  be  conducted  with  alas  !  unexampled 
candour,  and  honefl  deliberation ;  and  fo  far 
from  being  precipitated,  mould  be  protracted  al- 
moft  to  tedioufhefs. — Time  mould   be  given  to 

tbe 
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the  community  to  confidcr  this  weighty  i 
and  gradually  arrive  at  thofe  conclufions,  which 
perhaps  the  cabinet  has  long  fince  attained. 
Irifh  prejudices  fliould  not  be  fpurned  at,  but 
humoured  at  the  leafi,  if  not  refpected.  Heartily 
do  I  wifh  (for  I  am  a  friend  to  peace  ;  though  I 
trull  I  ever  fliall  prefer  the  perils  of  tumultuous 
freedom  to  the  fluggife  and  degrading  tran- 
quility of  fervitude),  I  fay,  fincerely  do  I  wifh 
that  the  Miniftry  and  the  People  may  fet  an  ex- 
ample of  temper  and  moderation  to  each  other  : 
(I  anticipate  the  fneer  with  which  fuch  a  wifh  will 
be  received)  ;  that  the  former  may  leave  dexte- 
rity for  more  ordinary  occafions,  and  neither 
hurry  on  a  proceeding  which  fhould  be  conducted 
flowly,  nor  inveigle  men  into  the  admiffion  of 
any  principle,  with  the  view  of  perverting  this  to 
purpofes  not  forefeen  nor  intended  by  thofe  from 
whom  it  was  obtained  ;  and  that  the  latter,  if 
they  reject  the  meafure,  may  do  fo  on  difcuflion, 
and  not  refer  fo  vital  a  queftion  to  the  arbitrary., 
ofintereft,   paflion,    or  precipitation. 

I  do  not  pretend  to  be  vcrfed  in  the  forms  ul 
Parliament  or  the  Conftitution  ;  bat  fure  I  am, 
that  in  a  cafe  and  queftion  like  the  prefent,  thefe 
mould  not  "(in  what  cafe  mould  they  ?)  be  per- 
mitted to  impede  the  moil  ample,  accurate  and 
fatisfaclory  inveltigation  of  the  whole  plan  and 
cpnfequences  of  Union  :   fure  I  am  that  when  ■>   ! 

are 
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are  bartering  fo  much  of  the  fubilanee  of  out* 
Conflitution,  we  ihould  not  be  too  fcrupulous 
about  forms  ;  but  like  ./Eneas  mould  thruft  afide 
thofe  flimfy  Iriapes,  that  would  obftruct  our  firm 
and  deliberate  paffage  to  the  fecurity,  the  honor, 
and  the  freedom  of  our  country.  I  hope  and  ex- 
pert, that  if  this  fubject  be  brought  forward  in 
Parliament  it  will  there  be  difcuffed  with  the 
candour,  the  freedom,  and  mature  deliberation, 
which  fuit  the  dignity  of  that  affembly,  and  the 
unrivalled  importance  of  this  meafure. 

Is  it  my  ignorance  which  prevents  me  from 
difcerning  the  difficulty,  or  impropriety,  of  fubmit- 
ting  to  Parliament  in  the  jirji  injlance,  the  outline 
and  foundations  of  the  propofed  Union  ?  Am  I 
abfurd  in  conceiving  that  by  means  of  a  meffage 
from  the  Executive  to  each  Chamber  of  Parlia- 
ment, recommending  it  to  them  to  take  into 
their  confi  deration  the  beft  means  of  promoting 
a  treaty  of  Union  between  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 
land, on  certain  principles  and  bafes  therein  flated 
and  defined,  we  fhould  have  the  Royal  faith  and 
Mmifters'  refponnbility,  (for  by  the  principles 
of  the  Conftitution  the  Speech  of  the  King  may 
be  confi dcred  as  the  Language  of  the  Minifter) 
pledged  for  the  fundamental  principles  on  which 
Government  wifhed  the  Union  to  proceed  ?  or  if 
(as  is  very  likely)  I  have  made  an  ill  choice  of 
means,  yet  might  it  not  be  poffible,   confidently 

with 
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wit h  the  rules  of  Parliament,  and  conltitutional 

pfTVilegl      of  both  countries,   to  devife  oth   r  . 
objectionable  means,  equally  calcul 
which  I  have  hinted,   to  attain  the  end 
propofc  ?    namely,  furnifhing  the   ;  ire   at 

once  -with  fufficient  materials  for  a  thorouj  h  in- 
witigation  of  the  fubject,   and  expofi;  to 

the  contemplation  both  of  Parliament  and  the 
country,  the  nature  and  bafis,  and  confequently 
the  merits  and  tendencies  of  the  projected  Coa- 
lition ?  We  might  thus  be  faved  the  fruitlefs 
trouble  of  appointing  Commiflioncrs,  or  Should 
appoint  them  with  Strong  expectation  of  a  final 
adjuftment.  We  mould  then  know  what  was  to 
be  the  nature  of  the  compensation  for  our  fur- 
renders  :  whether  we  were  changing  the  modes, 
rather  than  refigning  the  fecurity,  or  bleffings  of 
our  Conflitution  ;  or  whether  it  was  intended  to 
propofe  a  difgraceful  traffick  of  freedom  agamft 
trade  :  whether  we  fhould  drive  thefe  money- 
changers from  the  temple  of  our  liberties,  and 
in  the  eloquent  language  of  a  Britifh  Senator, 
exclaim  "  periSh  our  Commerce  !  and  live  our 
Conflitution  1" 

I  may  hereafter  refume  this  Subject. — 1  flrall 
now  recur  to  others,  connected  with  the  general 
object  of  our  enquiry. 

I  conceive 
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I  conceive  it  to  be  the  humble  privilege  of  a 
writer  for  the  newfpaper,  to  be  exempted  from 
all  rules  of  fyflematic  arrangement,  and  allowed 
to  fet  down  his  thoughts  in  the  order  in  which 
they  happen  to  occur. 

I  have  (in  my  lafl)  obferved  upon  the  tenor  of 
the  Bar  Refolution  :  permit  me  here  to  repeat  that 
it  flrikes  me  as  an  uncandid  one,  and  betrays  a 
fly  intention,  not  very  dexteroufly  or  impercep- 
tibly executed.  The  introducers  of  this  motion, 
evidently  wifhed  to  appear  to  the  public  to  pro- 
nounce directly  againfl  the  principle  of  an  Union, 
while  to  thofe  who  were  not  prepared  to  concur 
with  them  to  this  extent,  they  mould  feem  merely 
to  deprecate  an  introduction  of  the  meafure  as 
inexpedient  at  the  prefent  time.  Thus  by  a  fort  of 
quibble  they  would  allure  fupport  from  many  who 
would  not  otherwife  have  given  it ;  but  who 
will  in  due  time  find  it  hinted  to  them  that  they 
are  pledged  to  a  degree  beyond  what  they  intend- 
ed, and  that  they  have  pronounced  that  Union 
is  not  merely  objectionable  on  the  ground  of 
temporary  expediency,  but  of  eternal  principle. 

This  ambufcade  is  concealed  behind  the  word 
Innovation.  This  term  is  univerfally  accepted  in 
a  bad  fenfe.  To  innovate,  we  all  know  is  (by  the 
norma  liquendi^)  to  introduce  not  mere  novelties 
but  pernicious  novelties-,  and  when  we  fpeak  of  Con- 

ftitution, 
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dilutions,  to  innovate  is  ufually  underftood  as 
meaning  to  injure  and  impair,  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  mifchievous  and  incongruous  change. 

But  obferve  how  the  trick  recoils  on  its  con- 
trivers !  fee  what  you  have  inadvertently  pro- 
nounced !  that  thus  to  innovate  is  only  improper 
at  the  prefent  moment,  but  that  on  fome  other 
and  future  occafion  it  may  be  very  right  and  pro- 
per to  impair  the  Conftitution  ! 

I  have  the  honour  to  be,  Sec. 

A  BARRISTER. 


F  LETTER 
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to    RICHARD    JEBB,    esq. 


LETTER     IV. 

S  I  R, 

JN  O  argument  which  comes  from  you  can  fail 
to  deferve  an  anfwer  ;  permit  me  to  attempt  giv- 
ing one  to  that  which  has  lately  appeared  under 
your  name,  entitled,  "  A  Reply  to  a  Pamphlet," 
by  fome  attributed  to  Mr.  Cooke.  For  yourfelf, 
I  (in  common  I  believe,  with  all  who  have  the  ho- 
nour of  your  acquaintance)  feel  a  very  fmcere 
refpect :  but  your  reafonings  do  not  imprefs  me 
with  a  fimilar  fenfation  ;  I  think  them  as  weak  and 
inconclufive  as  is  at  all  compatible  with  the  good 
fenfe  and  information  of  their  author  ;  and  I 
trufl  to  your  candour  for  forgivenefs,  if  I  treat 
them  with  all  the  freedom  of  controverfy,  and 
difclofe  their  infufficiency  or  contradictions  with 
as  much  feverity  as  I  am  capable  of. 

You  mud  expect  from  me  no  more  regular  ar- 
rangement than  that  numerical  one  which  wiil 

arife 


arift  from  my  attending  you  page  by  page  thro 

r  c*  Reply  ',"  and  even,  from  tlii    li  ofe  order  I 
(hall  fomctimes  take  occafion  to  deviate. 

The  ufual  fault  of  anfwers  is,  that  they  aim 
rather    at  detecting   the  weaknefi  of  an  adver- 
far\  's    reafoning  than    the    erroneoufnefs   of    i 
opinion.       Your   Reply  is    to   a  certain    dee  . 
faulty  in  this  refpect ;  but  the  fame  obfervation  ap- 
plies with  flill  infinitely  greater  force  to  a  Pamphlet 
called,  "  Ccafe  your  Funning"  which  at  the  mofl 
proves  only  what  is  fufficiently  immaterial  to  the 
public,  viz.  that  the  fubject  has  been  objectiona- 
bly treated  by  the  author  of  the  "  Arguments  for 
and  againft  an  Union."     This  fault  1  fhall  endi 
vour  to  avoid,  and  to  fighl  my  way  thrc  ugh  your 
Pamphlet  to  your  fubjeer. 

You  begin  (p.  r.)  by  affirming  that  Legiflative 

Union  and  furrender  of   Irifh  Legiflature,    are 
fynonimous  expreflions ;     and   call    upon    \ 
countrymen  to   execute  fignal  vengeance  on    a 

phantom   winch  the  mere  force  of  your  own 
triotic  imagination  has  conjured  up. 

I,  for  my  part,  conceive  a  Legiflative  Union  to 
be  no  furrender^  but  a  mere(and  met .  1  trans- 

fer of  our  Legiflature  :  a  changing  oi~  the  fphere 
and  center  of  its  operation,    rather  than  an  ab    - 
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ing  of  its  fupremacy.     To  the  nature  of  fuch  a 
transfer  I  admit  that  certain  modifications  are  in- 
evitably incident :  but  to  modify  is  not  to  impair  ; 
to  abridge  the  numbers  may  not  be  to  diminKh 
the  weight  of   our  Legiilature.     We  know  that, 
in  mechanicks,  the  efficacy  and  ponderance  of  a 
body  depend  as  much  on  its  pofition  as  on  its  di- 
menfions.     Thus,  if  in  that  new  fituation  which 
an  Union  might  produce,  a  fmaiier  corps  of  Irifh 
Legiflators  would  in  theory  be  as  adequate  to  the 
guardianfhip  of  Irifh  interefts,  as  a  greater  body 
is    found  to  be  at  prefent,  then  an  abridgement 
of  their  numbers  would  be  no  impairing  of  their 
authority ;  the  change  of  fituation  would,    as   it 
were,  fupply  the   deficit.     Let  me   add,  that  if 
the  proportion  of  Irifh  to  Imperial   Reprefenta- 
tives  were  found  in  theory  to  coincide  with  the 
ratio  of  Irifh  to  Imperial  greatnefs,  and  with  the 
ratio  of  Irifh  to  Imperial  contribution,    Ireland 
would  have  no  reafon  to  complain. 

But  I  have  been  confining  myfelf  to  theory ; 
In  practice  I  admit  that  the  legillative  protection 
given  to  Irifh  interefls,  has  been  fuch,  and  fuch  the 
national  fatisfaction  under  their  domejiic  Govern- 
ment, that  the  lofs  of  a  refident  Parliament  would 
be  irreparable.  But  you  cannot  need  to  be  in- 
formed that  there  are  ilanderous  and  deluded 
perfons  who,  blind  to  the  merits  of  our  domeflic 
Legiflature,  pretend  that  the  Parliament  of  Ire- 
land 


land  has  been  found  no   tender    gu 
interefts  of  her  p*opl<   ;   that  neither! 
million  of  a  great  pari  oi  (he  Mem 
Houfe   of  Commons  been  perfe&l)    gratuitous, 
pure  and  con  Hit  utional,  nor  the  condul 
admitted,   altogether  patri-  '  difint(  i 

that  Borough  Proprietors  have  acquired  Peer.. 
for  themfelves  by  felling  their  retinue  qf  i 
Representatives  to  the  Minuter  ;    and  that  if 
Constitution  has  been  well  ajdminjfl 
the  people  have  not  to  thank   their  Reprefcnta- 
tives  for  this,    but  to  rejoice  that  thofe  meafui 
have  been  wife  and  virtuous,  to  which  Gpvei 
ment  have  bribed  their  Parliament  to  adhere. 

All  this   we  know  to  be  a  vile  and  ground '. : 
calumny  ;  and  as  fuch  I  have  heard  your  friend 
Mr.  Plunket  inveigh  againft  it  with  his  ufual 
rioufnefs,    and   with   molt    becoming  warmth. — 
The  newfpapers   ftate  him  to  have  done  fo  fome 
months  ago  in  the  Houfe  of  Commons. 

But  furely  it  is  not  wonderful  if  the  fame  flan- 
derers  who  fo  malign  our  Reprefentative  body 
mould  hear  with  patience  of  its  modification  and 
removal!  Nay,  thefe  calumniators  proceed  to  af- 
fert  that  the  meafures  of  Government  have  been 
uniformly  fupported  by  "  immenfe  majorities"* 
(p.  54)  of  our  refident  Parliament  ;  and  there- 
fore they  and  their  dupes  might  not  be  (hocked 

at 
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at  the  idea  of  "  relinquishing  the  fettering  care 

of  their  domeftic  Government ;"  (p.  36  ;)  nor 
think  that  Minifterial  adherence  of  the  Irifh  Re- 
prefentative  would  you  forebode  as  incidental  to 
an  Union,  to  be  any  thing  ftrange  or  novel  in  the 
political  annals  of  this  Country,  (p.  63.*)  Indeed, 
as  effects  are  ufually  fubfequent  to  their  caufes, 
they  might  even  doubt  whether  that  which  had  j5/r- 
ceded  the  Union,  could  with  propriety  be  defcribed 
as  originating  from  it.  I  fully  admit  with  you  the 
grofs  fophiftry  of  fuch  objections  ;  I  admit  that 
thofe  Parliamentary  majorities  which  we  have 
been  commemorating,  as  fat isf actor ily1  prove  the 
wifdom  of  thole  various  fyftems,  which  fuch 
majorities  have  fucceffively  fupported  and  ap- 
proved, as  the  "  immenfe  majority"  of  the  Ear 
which  negatived  the  poffibility  of  arranging  any 
Union  beneficial  to  Ireland,  proves  that  no  advan- 
tageous incorporation  could  be  devifed.  But, 
conceding,  as  I  do,  that  thofe  libellers  fhould  be 
held  in  utter  difregard,  who  difpute  the  unfullied 
purity  of  our  refident  Parliament,  I  muff  at  the 
fame  time  exant  tl>at  in,  reconciling:  themfelves  to 
the  removal  of  this  body,  they  act  more  confiftent- 
ly  than  thofe,  who  having  for  years  paft  made  the 
alledged  profligacy  of  Parliament  the  theme  of 
their  invective,  now  hug  this  calumniated  Legiila- 
ture  to  their  hearts3  and  feel  horror  at  the  idea  of 
;^ge  or  feparation  ;   who  having  for  years  paft 

fneered 
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which  (as  they  falfel) 

cloak  d  ::  Id 

mt]  .'.'j  to    (in .  that  Ind 

which  they  have  been  hitheri 

ever  poueffed  ! 

In  pagt  2,  you  adh  :re  to  you- 
by  calling    Union  the   anmhik' 
m'entj  but  it  niuft  be  confefled  that  your  aHufi 
to  the  "  horrors  and  ago\    s  ,  llfon" 

from  which  the  Couhtry   has  emerged;   : 
"   thofc  animbfities  civ::  and  religtbus  which"   (t  i 
before  an  Union,  you  fay)  "  i  3:  us/'  frivol' 

a  ftrong  argument  for  abftafining  from  all  chai 
or  attempting  to  correct  the  fyftern  under  win' 
thofe  animofltres  have  ar;Jen,  and  with  which,  in 
the  opinion  of  fome  theorifts,  they  arc  con: 

It  mufl  alfo  be  allowed,  thai  your  end 
to  appeai'e  the  indignation  o'i  the  (  .  re- 

prefenting  that  meafure  which  v< 
to  them  to  meet  with  calmnefs^  as  " 
rnfult"  are  very   meritorious    and   well-ju 
and  the  coniif tenc y  of  that  praifewhi»  i.  i€ 

you  bellow  on   the  mild  and   in 
of  Lord  Cornwallis's   administration*  with  th 
triangular  and  gallows  terrors  which  in  p.  i  you 
reprefent  a..     :  •        •  ^ahd-impedi 
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.\il  Jiicuilion  ;  the  confiflency  of  thofc  two  paf- 
fages,  I  fay,  is  too  obvious  to  need  comment.— 
!  am  far  from  conceiving  (p.  3)  "  that  the  magic 
"  of  the  Secretary's  pen  could  extend  the  omni- 
C4  potence  of  Parliament  to  the  works  of  nature  j" 
inafmuch  as  I  am  unable  to  fee  how  omnipotence 
could  .be  increafed  >  but  as  to  that  annihila- 
tion of  the  Irifh  channel,  which  flrikes  you  to  be 
fo  impracticable,  I  doubt  whether  the  naval  power 
of  Britain  has  not  already  atchieved  it.  I  doubt 
whether  the  greatnefs  and  glory  of  the  Englifh 
fleets  have  not,  to  all  political  intents,  formed 
fuch  a  bridge  of  communication  as  to  warrant  us 
in  aflerting  that  the  intervening  channel  does  not 
ieparate  the  filter  countries. 

In  page  1 7  you  undertake  to  difprove  that  in 
cafe  of  an  Union  the  Britifh  Parliament  would  be 
much  fwayed  by  the  weight  of  Irifh  Members. 
A  caviller  might  object  that  your  argument  is 
one  determinable  on  the  life  of  Mr.  Pitt  ;  and  that 
the  benefits  of  Union  are  (if  they  exift  at  all)  too 
permanent  to  depend  on  the  life  of  one  man.  But 
I  wave  fuch  objections.  You  have  fome  pretence 
for  regarding  Pitt  as  immortal. — Indeed  when 
(p.  18)  you  inform  us  that  "  the  influence  of  all 
"  Irifh  Members  mud  fubmit  to  the  mechanics 
''  of  a  fmgle  Englifh  town,"  I  am  not  ready 
■*ith  my  aiTent ;  for  I  doubt  whether  it  would  be 

the 
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the  intercfl  of  the  Empire  that  Irifh  influence 
Jhould  fo  yield  ;  and  I  fiefitate  to  fuppofe  that  • 
Britifh  Miniftcr  would  facrificc  the  Interejix  of  the 
Empire  to  the  mechanics  of  a.  Jingle  town.  Through 
the  whole  of  your  difcuflion  you  appear  indeed 
to  me  to  attumc,  that  after  an  Union  fhall  have 
taken  place,  though  the  Legiflatures  of  the  filler 
countries  are  incorporated,  their  interejls  ivill  )\- 
mnin  dijlincl.  This  however,  remains  to  be  prov- 
ed ;  and  to  prove  it,  the  terms  of  Union  mould  be 
examined.  That  Union  alone  do  I  pronounce  to 
be  uninjurious,  which  fhall  identify  the  intercity 
as  well  as  incorporate  the  Legiflatures,  of  the 
Britiih  Iflands :  which  fhall  transform  Ireland  into 
a  collection  of  Englifh  Counties ;  and  mail  render 
Britain  the  foflering  protector  of  Irifh  interefts, 
on  the  principle  of  felf-prefervation.  This  idea 
of  the  identification  of  interells,  feems  to  anfwer 
that  argument  in  p.  27  which  you  found  on  the 
fuppofition  that  the  Irifh  Members  would  be  to  the 
Britifh  in  the  proportion  of  one  to  five.  As  well 
(to  adopt  the  words  of  your  adverfary)  "  may 
"  Yorklhire  complain  that  the  Members  for  Great 
"  Britain  are  to  the  Members  for  Yorklhire  in  the 
"  proportion  of  fifty  to  one."  (p.  46.)  In  truth 
my  opinion  is  that  in  page  63  you  Hate  the  true 
danger,  and  that  which  the  terms  of  Union  might 
be  contrived  to  obviate ;  viz.  the  adherence  of 
the  body  of  Irifh  Representatives  to  the  Miniftry. 
On  this    I    lhould   remark,    full,    that  without 

G  an 
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an  Union,  large  minifterial  majorities  have  been 
found  attainable,  (no  doubt  on  account  of  the 
wifdom  and  purity  of  all  the  meafures  of  all  our 
adminiilrations :) — iecondly,that  the  provifions  of 
the  Union  might  be  pointed  to  the  prevention  of 
this  mifchief : — Thirdly,  that  the  prefent  day 
feems  one  in  which  Royal  influence  is  lefs  likelv, 
than  popular  power,  to  become  unconstitutionally 
predominant  : — Fourthly,  that  if  the  Empire 
were  entrufted  to  one  Imperial  Legiflature,  Mi- 
nifters  might  conceive  themfelves  to  be  exempted 
from  the  neceflity  of  having  recourfe  to  thofe 
corrupt  and  indirect  means,  which  their  ene- 
mies impute  to  them  to  have  reforted  to,  in  or- 
der to  prevent  the  diftinctnefs  of  our  Legiflatures 
from  tending  to  any  difmemberment  of  the  Em- 
pire -,  or  from  producing,  mpraclice^  thofe  impedi- 
ments to  the  fyftem  and  uniformity  of  imperial 
regimen,  which  might  feem  to  arife  out  of  the 
theory  of  our  di/lincl,  (as  contrafted  with  incorpo- 
rate,) independence. — Perhaps  our  diftinctnefs  has 
had  tendencies,  which  corruption  has  been  mod 
mifchievoufly  applied  to  correct  ;  and  render  the 
empire  in  practice  M  Simplex  et  unum." — Fifthly, 
that  at  all  events  a  comparifon  of  pages  iy  and 
6$  feems  to  convict  you  of  inconfiflency.  In  the 
former,  you  meafure  the  Irilh  againft  the  Englifli 
Members,  and  Rate  the  proportion  as  one  to  five: 
in  the  latter  you  reprefent  the  Irilh  Corps  of  Le- 
giflators  as 'conftantly  forming  a  part  of  the  mi- 
nifterial 
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niftcriul  phalanx,     1:.  the  firfl 

ment  you  lament  over  the  Irifh,  ,:i   a  fad 

minority  :   in  the  i  >ur  caufe  of  lai 

on  is,  that  they  will  conftantly  form  a  part  of  the 
Minider's  majority.  I  have  no  objection  to  crv- 
ing  over  either  of  thefe  events  with  you  ;  but  do 
not  i  11  fi ft  on  my  crying  over  both  !  I  cannot  con- 
cede you  more  than  this  alternative  lamcntari*  n  ; 
fince  if  the  Englifh  Members  be  to  the  Irifli  ia 
the  proportion  of  five  to  one,  the/e  latter  can  do 
no  mifchief  by  adhering  to  the  Minifter :  for 
your  hypothefis  oppofing  the  Britilh  and  Irilli  to 
each  other,  it  follows  that  the  Mini  iter  would  be  in 
a  minority  :  and  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  Irifli 
conftitute  part  (p.  6$)  of  the  large  majorities  of 
the  Minifter,  this  balancing  of  them  with  their 
Englifh  Brethren  muff  ceafe,  both  Being  < 
the/:,  thrown  into  the  fame  fcale. 

I  fhall  trouble  you  with  another  letter  on  the 
fubject  of  your  "  Reply."  For  the  prefent  I  mall 
conclude  by  obferving,  that  I  do  not  cos 
the  queftion  to  be,  as  you  and  others  ftate  it,  v:.  . 
whether  there  be  any  thing  which  by  an  Union 
we  can  obtain  from  England,  which  fhe 
not  grant  us  without  an  Union.  Theenqniry  is 
not  what  England  can  (without  an  Uni<  t ; 

but  what  fhe  «;///,  or  c:  *rant  ?    I  can  con- 

ceive that  a  found  policy  might  check  the  libera- 
lity of  her  concefhons  to  a  nation  c  d  with 
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her  as  Ireland  is.  I  can  conceive  that  a  narrow 
and  jealous  policy  might  dictate  the  fame  referve 
and  ceconomy  of  conceflion  ;  (and  in  the  latter 
cafe  I  admit,  that  we  mould  treat  cautioufly  with 
the  country  that  ufed  us  fo  ;)  but  in  either  cafe,  I 
mould  feel  that  every  objlacle  to  our  obtaining 
concefhons  from  England,  which  arifes  out  of  our 
prefent  relative  fituation,  is  a  reafon  (I  do  not  en- 
quire its  force)  for  our  confenting  to  change  that 
fituation,  for  one  lefs  incompatible  with  liberality 
on  the  part  of  Britain  ;  and  with  refpect  to  any 
increafe  of  our  taxes,  which  an  Union  would  pro- 
duce, the  terms  might  provide  againft  our  being 
over-burthened  ;  and  it  ftrikes  me,  that  at  prefent 
Ireland  contributes  lefs  than  her  equitable  fhare  to 
the  expences  of  the  Britim  Empire. 

I  have  the  honor  to  be,  &c. 

A  BARRISTER, 


LETTER 


45 

L  E  T  T  E  R      v. 
m  RICHARD  JEBB, 


Si  R. 


JN  O  terms  of  Union  having  yet  been  propofed, 
we  can  only  give  our  opinion  on  the  abftract  prin- 
ciple of  parliamentary  incorporation  ;    and  what 
your  fentiments  on  this  fubjecl:  arc,  I  profefs  my- 
ielf  at  a  lofs  to  difcover.     In  p.  $6,  you  ftate  your 
opinion  to  be,  "  that  any  incorporated  Union  with 
Britain  is  pregnant  with  difad vantages  :"  in  p.  G^ 
you    defcribe,    Union    (to   which  you    chuie    to 
give  the  nick-name  of  Revolution  ;)  as  indefenfible, 
without  the  aid  of  French  Principles  ;  or  on  any 
other   than  modern   revolutionary  ground  ;   and 
I  might  cite  other  paflages,  alike  expreflive  of  your 
abhorrence  to  that  which  for  the  prefent  is  the 
only  fubjecl  for  difcuflion,  (and  one,  in  my  mind, 
difficult  to  difcufs)  viz.  the  Principle  of  an  Union. 
But  when,  from  fuch  declarations,  I  feem  to  have 
collected  your  opinion,  I  find  you    (in  p.  $5)  af- 
ferting  that  that  majority  of  the  Bar,  with  which 
you  concurred,  "  condemns  not  the  principle  of  in- 
corporating the  Parliaments ;"  that  "  it  prefumes 
not,  without  due  difcuflion,  to   fandion  or  con- 
demn." 


.  m ..'  .t  to  recon- 

cile.    Bur  I  should  aik  o:    any   rea:  md 

candid  man,    ■  7 ort  of  the  Bar  Re- 

ad on  be  nothing  more  th       i  yon    ft  ate  ? 

At  a  meet: r  .  I  die  Barriften  ::  the  L.. 
Corps,  convened  bv  Military  Orders,  for  the  ran  - 
pofe  of  difcuiling  "  bufinefs  of  the  utmoff.  im- 
portance," (to  ufe  the  language  of  the  fum- 
.)  Captain  Saurin  did  fo  explicitly  "  con- 
demn the  principle  of  an  incorporating  Union," 
as  to  conceive  that  the  mere  propofal  of  iuch  a 
meafure  was  analogous,  in  enormity,  to  a  project 
for  transfer]  in ;  the  national  purfe  from  the  Com- 
mons to  the  Crown,  and  one  which  offered  to  him 
the  painful,  (but  not  emba::- ..".:.;;  alternative,  of 
violating  his  oath  of  conflitutional  allegiance,  or 
refigning  his  commiffion.  When  the  fpirit  of 
Anti-Unionifm  had  tranfmigrated  from  the  Law? 
Corps  to  the  Bar  Meeting,  and  that  an 
--  eal  change  had  metamorphofed  Captain 

Saurin  into  one  of  his  1l:.:  fly's  Council learned  in 
the  Law,    can  w«   readily  believe  that  a  Refolu- 
ion  propofed  by  him,  and  carried  in  the  very 
in  .  hich  it  was  propofed.  was  intended  to 
condemnation  of  the  principle  of  in- 
corporation :  Has    not  the   refpectable  feconder 
this  Resolution  avowed  &f  "  condemnation  of 
?         rinciple,"    in   an  animated  publication,  to 
annexed  ime?  Pes  the  Bar 

►hfully  reported.       ;.  if  a  collection 

of 
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of  fpeeches  -  fide  deferves  the  name  i 

debate,)  afford  no  clue  for  detecting  th 

the  Rcfolution  ?  or  do  the  fpeei 
fupported  it,  lead  m  to  conclude  that  it  involved 
no  condemnation  of  the  principle,  hut  merely 
went  to  demand  a  tranquil  moment  "  for  its  dif- 
cuflion  ?"  Does  that  burft  of  applaufe  with  which, 
the  annotator  informs  us  that  the  Ailembly  re- 
ceived a  quibble,  terminated  by  an  oath,*  furnifh 
no  fymptom  of  difapprobation  of  that  principle, 
which  vou  would  have  us  believe  that  the  Bar  Re- 
folution  has  neither  functioned  nor  condemned  ? 
In  fhort,  is  not  the  debate  f  a  Dictionary,  by  the 
help  of  which  we  can  translate  the  meaning  of 
that  Refelution  in  which  it  ended  ?  It  merely, 
fay  you,  informs  vis  that  Union  is  an/,:  ■:. — 

I  have   already,    in  my  fecond  Letter,  fuggeftcd 
that  this  epithet  is  either  infigniiicam  and  irrele- 
vant, or  ih  1\  mifapplied.     For  m\  part,  1  am  far 
from  imputing  to  Mr.  Saurin,  the  introduction  of 
unmeaning  expletives  into  any  compofition  ot  u 
and  when,  in  p.  64  of  the  Pamphlet,  before 
you  treat  of  that   "  innovation,  « 
wrejl  the  Sceptre  frt  .-.■;" 

by  applying  i:   fo  aptly,  you  Qiety  that  vou  too 

know 

*  The  words  were  thai  **  Ireland  was  never  .     .  v  God 

or  Nature  for  a  Province,  and  that  ly  God  it  fl<oi.ld 
Province  ;"  or  to  that  effcS.      See  debate. 

•j-   In  which,  (doubtlefs  by  mere  accident)  the  put 
not  iojlrangely  incorrect,    n  in  ?'  • 
j'r.nexed  to  the  debar.0. 
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know  the  force,  and  nature  of  this  term,  and  help 
us  to  aflign  a  reafon  for  its  making  its  appearance^ 
in  ftaring  and  emphatical  capitals  in  the  Bar  Re- 
folution. 

. Cunclando  refiituit  Rem  ! — Who  that  heard 

this  claffic  praife  appropriated  to  the  Bar,  could 
fuppofe  that  they  had  entitled  themfelves  to  it  by 
negativing,  by  a  great  majority,  Mr.Daly's  motion 
for  delaying  the  difcuffion  of  the  queflion  "  a  little 
month  ?" — Alas !  I  doubt  whether  our  Irifh  con- 
duct, in  the  prefent  warfare,  fo  clofely  refembles 
that  of  Fabius,  as  it  does  the  brifker  plans  of  his 
rival  Hannibal ;  one  of  whofe  expedients,  as  I 
think  Livy  has  informed  us,  was  to  let  loofe  a 
parcel  of  flaming  Bulk  againfl  the  Roman,  in  the 
vain  hope  of  diflodging  him  from  his  ftrong  hold  ; 
an  anecdote,  (pit  dit  en  pajfant,)  which  feems 
itrongly  to  favour  the  hypothecs  of  our  Phoenician 
defcent,  fo  ably  fupported  by  Colonel  Vallancey, 
and  Sir  Laurence  Parfons* 

In  my  lafl  Letter  I  protected  againfl  being  con- 
fined to  any  more  methodical  arrangement,  than 
fuch  ar.  the  regular  purfuit  of  your  pages  would 
fupply,  and  from  even  this  loofe  order,  I  requefted 
a  liberty  of  deviation,  which  perhaps  you  will 
think  me  to  have  abufed. 

Having 
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Having  In  page  15,  a<  to  your  uniform 

practice   of  ajfumption,    pronounced   that   incor- 
porating Union,  which  yet,  as  a  member  of  the 
Har  majority,  you  drfclaim  having  condemned,  t'o 
be  the  defirucJion  of  our  native  Parliament,  you 
proceed  (in  the  lame  page)  to  affitmc  that  Britifh 
interference  in  Irifh  Government,  •'  the  necemty 
of  which,"  in  a  due  degree,  cc  Las  never'1  you  fay 
<-i  been  combated   but    by    thofe   who  wilhed   to 
diflblve   all   connexion,"   will    by    means   of  an 
Union  be  encreafed  to  a  degree  whi(  h  will  be 
cejjive.    A  pohtion  fo  material  ought  as  I  conceit  e 
to  come  forward  in  the  fhape  of  a  fairly  deduced 
conclufion  ;   it  fliould  be  introduced  by  pi\ 
and  not  (with  that  bold  and  barefaced  affurance, 
which  fomc  flanderers  have  fuppofed  to  be  cha- 
racteriftic  of  our  Nation,)  to  bolt  in  upon    us  in 
the  form  of  mere  affertion.      I,  for  my  part,  am 
fo  far  from  affenting  to  the  truth  of  this  pofition, 
that  I  doubt  whether   Union   would  net    put   an 
end  to  much  indirect   and  anomalous  Britifh  in- 
terference :  I  doubt  whether  Britifti  interference 
be  not  in  fome  meafure  the  creature  of  the  \ 
lent   {hue   of  our  connexion  :  Whether  it  has  not 
been  adopted  (I  do  not  enquire  how  rightly'! 
a  corrective,  and  to  counteract  in  practice   th< 
tendencies  to  variance,  incongruity,  and  di 
ance,  in  the  general  management  of  the  entire 
Empire,   which  might  in  theory  appear  to  be  the 
likely  effects  of,   I  mould  rather  fay  the  Ji.l ma- 
ll nefs 
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nefs  than   independence   of  our  Legiflatures.-^- 
Some  perhaps  might  go  farther  flill ;    and  doubt 
whether,  in   the  prefent  flate   of  our  connexion, 
Irifh   and  Britifh   interefls   were  necefTarily  the 
fame  :  If  any  perfons  fhould  go  fp  far,  and  fhould 
add  to  their  hypothecs,  by  giving  credit  to  thofe 
flanderers  who  [defame  the  integrity  of  our  Irifh 
Parliament,   it  might  follow  that  they  would  ex- 
rca  a  Union  to  put  a  period  to  that  corruption, 
which  by  turning  theoretical  independence  into 
practical   fubferviency,    procured   a   facrifice   of 
Irifn  to  Britifh  interefls,  when  the  two  happened 
to  clafh,  and  thus  confolidated   the  Empire   by 
filling  up  with  money  thofe  imperial  and  growing 
breaches,  which  were   the   confequences   of  the 
theoretic  diflinctnefs  of  its  parts.     Who  would 
not  wifh  to  render  fo  foul  a  cement  unnecelfary  ! 
But  how  would  an  Union  have  this  effect.  ?  I  con- 
ceive that  an  Union,  confifling  of  proper  terms, 
would  identifyTthe  interefls,  as  well  as  Legiflatures 
of  the  united  iflands.     If  fo,   Irifh  interefls  no 
longer  diftinct,    could  no  longer   be  facrificed  ; 
nor  need  Irifhmen  be  bribed  to  officiate  at  the  fa- 
crifice :   Irifh  welfare  and  profperity  would  have 
Britifh  felfifhnefs  for  their  guarantee  :  They  would 
have  it  fo,  not  only  in  the  main,  as  is  the  cafe  at 
prefent,  but  in  every  particular  and  detail.— What 
then  would  become  of  your  terror  at  leaving  your 
4  Commerce  for  ever  at  the  mercy  of  (what  you 
call)  a  foreign  Parliament,    where    our  relative 

ftrength 
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ftrength  will  be  not  more  than  one  to  five  ?** 
(p.  40.)  I  can  conceive  a  poflible  i'eheme  of  Union, 
which  would  render  this  ftriking  of  the  propor; 
between  Britifh  and  lrifh  Reprefentatives  as  in- 
conclufive,  or  nearly  fo,  (to  recur  to  a  reference 
already  made)  as  a  comparifon  between  the  Britifii 
and  the  Yorfhire  Reprefentation.  And  that  fuch 
will  not  be  the  projected  fcheme,  is  what,  until  the 
terms  be  propofed,  we  have  no  ground  for  conclud- 
ing. Reprefentation  ought,  I  take  it,  to  be  in 
the  ratio  of  contribution  :  the  origin,  and  peculiar 
function  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons  proves  that  it 
mould  be  fo  ;  and  therefore  the  Scotch  Union  was 
conceded  by  England  on  equitable  terms,  in  as 
much  as  Scotland,  afluming  about  a  fortieth  fhare 
of  the  public  burthens,  obtained  an  eleventh  mare 
of  Repfefenration  ;  terms  fo  advantageous  that, 
if  Burnet  and  other  Hiftorians  may  be  believed, 
"  nothing  but  the  confederation  of  the  fafety  that 
was  to  be  procured  by  it  to  England,  could  have 
brought  the  Englifh  to  agree  to  a  project,  tha 
every  branch  of  it  was  much  more  favourable  to  . 
Scotch  Nation.1'  If  fimilar  views  to  fafety  now 
actuate  Great  Britain,  Ireland  has  fimilar  grounds 
for  expecting  greatly  advantageous  terms  ol 
Union  ;  and  if  the  incorporation  were  intimnte, 
complete  and  juft,  as  reafcnablv  rfnglit  this  Coun- 
try repine  at  being  at  the  n:c;cv  of  an  Imperial 
(not  foreign)  Parliament,  as  the  \h  1    mi   u.t  repine 

at  beins;  at  the  htf-ei'cv  of  '..:  man ;     .-  re  tfonablv 

-.0 
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might  one  member  of  theEmpire  entertain  jealoufy 
of  another,  as  my  leg  might  be  jealous  of  my 
partiality  to  my  arm. 

In  p.  40  you  admit  "  that  equal  laws  affecting 
"  all  parts  of  the  empire  will  be  the  confequence 
"  of  Union  ;  but  you  proteft  againft  any  infe- 
rence in  favour  of  the  Union  itfelf,  confidered 
in  a  commercial  point  of  view  :  You  fay  that 
equal  laws  may  themfelves  "  be  an  evil  of  the 
"  greateft  magnitude  ;  and  would  for  example 
effect  the  ruin  of  certain  manufactures,  which 
you  enumerate  by  way  of  fpecimen.  My  com- 
mercial knowledge  is  fo  fcanty  as  to  be  con- 
temptible ;  but  your  reafoning  (in  the  above 
cited  pafTage)  appears  to  me  refutable.  You 
firft  flate,  what  I  prefume  you  are  warranted  in 
fuppoling,  viz.  that  in  our  prefent  circwnjlances, 
equal  laws  would  be  pernicious  ;  and  protecting 
duties  are  neceflary :  You  then  aflume  that  an 
Union,  would  leave  us  exactly  in  they^f  qrcum- 
Jiances,  and  commercial  fituation,  in  which  we 
ibnd  at  prefent ;  and  you  conclude  that  fuch 
Union,  by  introducing  equal  laws,  would  be  the 
ruin  of  many  of  our  manufactures.  The  weak- 
nefs  of  this  argument  can  be  very  (hortly  ftated : 
It  confifts  in  this,  that  your  afjumption  of  that 
which  it  was  incumbent  on  you  to  prove,  contri- 
butes ejfcntially  to  thefupport  of  your  condufion.  Ne- 
gatur  Minor  would  I  believe  be  the  anfwer  of  the 

fchools 
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>ols  to  your   fyllogifm.     You  i   being 

"advocate  for  protecting  duti    :"  you  think 
them   "  in  genera!  on  them  me- 

"  ous  principles,  but  .  ry  in  our  particular 

"  Gtuation,  contending  with  afmall  capital,  and 
"  an  infant  eftabliihment,  againtt  an  old  clta- 
"  blifhment  and    j  s  capital."     But  \. 

can  fay  that  Union  may  not  put  an  end  to  this 
particular  Jituation,  which  compels  us  to  recur  to 
a  commercial  arrangement,  which  is  the  lefs  to 
be  regretted,  becauie  you  admit  it  to  be  founded 
on  the  moji erroneous  principles  ?  Who  can  fay  that 
after  union  this  contcft  may  not  ccafe  ?  That 
our  commercial  exertions  may  not  have  no  longer 
to  contend  with  a  fmall  capital  and  infant  efta- 
blifhment  at  home,  but  be  aided  by  an  enlarged 
capital  and  an  eftablifnment  of  rapid  growth  ? 
Who  can  prove  that  Union  may  not  preclude  all 
conteft.  between  our  capital  and  eltablifhment, 
and  thofe  of  Britain  ?  That  they  may  not  ccafe 
to  be  diftincl:,  and  become  parts  of  one  Imperial 
commercial  eitablifhment  ?  If  an  Empire,  no 
more  than  a  family,  when  divided  againft  itfelf 
can  fland,  flia.ll  the  Imperial  Minifter  encourage 
divifions  between  the  parts  of  that  Empire,  which 
it  is  his  talk  to  uphold  ?  Shall  the  no  longer 
Britifh,  but  after  Union  the  Imperial  IVJiniJler,  or 
Legiilature,  refufe  to  promote  the  profperity  o 
Empire  through  all  its  parts?  or  neglect  the  ad- 
vancement of  fo  effential  a  department  of  it  as 

Ireland  \ 
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Ireland  ?  You  feem  in  p.  27  to  confider  Union 
as  a  financial  project :  Now  where  is  the  con- 
fiftency  in  imputing  to  England  the  defign  of 
throwing  a  portion  of  the  public  burthen  upon 
Ireland,  yet  at  the  fame  time  of  fo  neglecting  or 
reftrieiing  her  commercial  progrefs,  as  to  render 
her  incapable  of  bearing  the  impofition  ?  How, 
in  a  word,  does  it  follow  that  becaufe  unequal 
laws  may  be  necefTary  in  our  prefent  fituation, 
they  will  continue  to  be  requifite  when  that  fitu- 
ation fhall  have  been  changed  ?  As  to  that  enor- 
mity of  the  Britifh  capital  which  you  ftate,  if  you 
mean  that  Britain  affords  a  field  too  narrow  for 
its  employment,  it  may  follow  that,  when  an 
Union  mail  have  taken  place,  the  furplus  will 
contribute  to  enlarge  the  capital  of  our  country. 

I  fhall  conclude  this  letter,  (referving  to  my- 
felf  the  right  of  addrefling  you  once  again,)  by 
obferving  that  your  account  (p.  43)  of  the  affair 
of  the  Malt  Duty  feems  inaccurate.  The  Scots 
in  oppofing  the  impofition  of  that  tax,  "  infifted" 
(fays  Burnet)  on  an  article  of  the  "  Union,  by 
which  it  was  ftipulated,"  (not  that  no  malt  duty 
mould  ever  extend  to  Scotland ;  but  merely) 
"  that  no  duty  mould  be  laid  on  the  Malt  in  Scot- 
land during  the  War."  What  then  was  the  alledg- 
ed  violation  of  the  treaty  of  Union  ?  The  Scotch 
admitted  that  "  peace  with  Spain  was  as  good  as 
"  made,  and  was  every  day  expected ;  but  it  was 

not 
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not  yet  proclaimed,  nor  even  figned."  Tl:us  the 
mighty  breach  of  Treaty  on  the  part  ot  England, 
confided  only  in  this,  that  fhe  laid  a  certain  duty 
on  Scotland  a  few  days  before  the  time  when,  ac- 
cording to  fome  technical  rules  of  conftruclion, 
fhe  would,  under  the  articles  of  Union,  be  entitled 
to  impofe  it. 

If  you  were  to  take  the  queflion  up  on  other 
grounds,  and  ftate  this  acl  as  an  import  ruinous 
to  Scotland  (p.  40)  I  lhould  oppofe  to  you,  ift. 
the  opinion  of  the  Legiflature  on  a  matter  aftecl- 
ing  that  Empire,  the  whole  of  which  it  was  their 
intereft  to  protect  :  2dly,  our  experience  of  near 
a  century,  (hewing  that  this  was  not  a  meafure 
jruinous  to  Scotland. 

I  have  the  honour  to  be,   &c. 

A  BARRISTER. 


LETTER 
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LETTER     VI. 
to  RICHARD  JEBB,    esq. 


S   I    R, 


JLIAVING  in  pages  5,  6,  and  7,  alluded  to  the 
conduct  of  the  Iriih  Lords  and  Commons  in  the 
matter  of  the  Regency,  'and  (p.  7)  pretty  plainly 
infinuated  the  reliance  which  may  be  placed  on 
the  fervility  of  that  native  Parliament,  which 
yet  you  are  fo  loth  to  furrender,*  you,  in  p.  24, 
enquire  whether,  "  except  the  Regency^"  an 
inftance  can  be  produced  of  collifion  between 
the  Britifh  and  Iriffi  Parliaments,  on  Imperial 
queflions  ? — -Give  me  leave  ,inftead  of  anfwering, 
to  put  a  queftion  10  you. — Could  Kypothefis 
fuggeft  a  more  vital  imperial  queftion,  than  this 
which  has  arifen  in  fact  ? — Could  Theory  fuppofe 
an  example  more  illustrative  of  the  inconvenient 
and  difcordant  tendencies  of  an  organization, 
which  allots  two  imperial  independent  Legiila- 
tures  to  one  empire,  than  this,  which  Experience 
and  Practice  have  produced: — Was  not  this  an 
inftance,  in  which  the  dijiinctnefs  of  the  Legifla- 
tures  in  the  filter  countries  induced  a  practical 
violation  of  that  principle,  which  you  yourfelf 
very  amply  admit,  viz.  that   "  there  is  as  much 

"  neceflity 

*  Afluming  Union  to  be  fuch  furrendsr. 
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"  rtcccfiity  that  the  Regent  of  Britain   fl 
"  Regent    of   Ireland,     as    that    there    (houlti  be 
"  one    King  ;"    and  as    much    neccflity   that 
Regency  in   each   country    mould    be   inverted 
"with    tlu-  fame  powers,"    and   "lie  under   the 
fame  rcflridions,"     as    thai    the  Crown    in    both 
kingdoms,     mould   be   polfeifed   of    "  the   fame 
"  prerogatives  ?"— Had  the  melancholy  period  of 
interregnum  been  prolonged,  fhould  we  not  Irave 
had  different  Executives  fur   Great  Britain  and 
Ireland  ? — different  both  in  the  pcrfons  excrcifmg 
the    power^ — and  in   the    degree   of  power   exer- 
cifed  ? — And   would    not   this   imperial  anomaly 
have  originated  from  the  dillinet  independence  oi 
our  Legiflatures  ? 

In  p.  29  commences  your  attempt  to  fliew  that 
the  Scotch  Union  affords  no  argument  in  favour 
of  that  which  is  now  fnppofed  to  be  in  contem- 
plation. The  fir  ft  diftin&ion  which  you  infinuate 
between. the  cafes  of  Scotland  and  this  country, 
is  to  be  collected  from  thefe  words  :  "  Nature 
"4iad  already  made  England  and  Scotland  one 
"  country." — :If  the  project  now  in  hand,  were 
to  extend  the  South  wall  to  Holvhead, — or  if  our 
Parliament  expected  that  anv  ad  of  theirs  would 
repeal  the  laws  of  Nature,  and  diverting  Ireland  <>> 
its  infular  fituation,  would  folder  it  into  part  ot  the 
continent  of  Britain,  then  I  admit  that  vour  ob- 
fervation  would  be  very  pertinent  ;  but,  as  I  have 

I  not 
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not  heard  that  Government  entertains  any  fuch 
hopes,  or  intentions, — I  feel  warranted  to 
anfwer  your  obfervation  by  remarking,  that  if  Na- 
ture made  Britain  and  Ireland  two  iflands,  found 
policy  has  made  them  one  Empire  ;  nor  was  this 
political  confolidation  any  infringement  of  the 
laws  of  Nature,  or  incompatible  with  that  merely 
local  divifion,  which  fhe  had  ordained.  If  the 
Irifh  Channel  has  not  furnifhed  a  fufficient  impe- 
diment to  that  organization  which  has  com- 
pounded the  fitter  Countries  into  one  Empire, — 
neither  can  it,  as  I  conceive,  fupply  a  conclufive 
argument  againfl  the  expediency  of  allotting  one 
Legiilature  to  one  Empire. — That  the  geographi- 
cal connexion  between  the  Northern  and 
Southern  quarters  of  Great  Britain  may  have 
afforded  fome  additional  arguments  for  their 
political  incorporation, — is  what  I  do  not  feel  it 
material  to  deny  :  the  interposition  of  the  Menai 
Straights  may,  for  aught  I  know,  (or  care)  render 
the  annexation  of  Anglefea  lefs  theoretically  pro- 
per, than  that  of  Caernarvonshire,  to  Great 
Britain  !  but  we  mould  defpife  the  Statefman  who 
fufferedyM  ihades  of  diftinction  to  influence  his 
practice,  or  required  more  than  enough  of  reafons 
for  his  conduct  ;  and  thofe  who  would  dif- 
provethe  utility  of  Irilh,  6y  urging  the  fuperior 
neceflity  for  Scotch  Union,  might  as  well  argue 
againfl  my  eating  becaufe  I  was  hungry,  on  the 

ground  that  if  another  had  not  eaten,  he  would 

have 
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have  been  (tarved. — •TJie  "  political  circumfl 
"  ccs"   of    Scotland    and     England,    y<   i 
"  rendered  an  Union  nccefiary  to  the  repofc  i 
",  fafety,   the  laws  and  liberties  of  England." 

In  like  manner  I  conceive  "  the  political  cir- 
cumstances," of  England,  Ireland,  France,  and 
indeed  all  Kurtpe,  at  this  day,  to  be  fnch  as  at 
lcafl  prevents  every  Union  between  the  Britifli 
iflands  from  being  fo  inexpedient,  as  that  we 
Ihould  reject  the  incorporation,  without  liftening 
to  the  terms  upon  which  it  may  be  offered, 

"  The  Laws  and  Religions  of  England  and 
"  Scotland,"  you  obferve,  "  were  different  ; — 
"  and  their  Crowns,  accidentally  placed  on  the 
"  head  of  the  fame  Monarch,  were  upon  her 
"  demife,  to  be  feparated  again."  The  tendency 
of  all  thefe  affertions  I  do  not  plainly  difcern  \ — 
but  guefling  very  vaguely  at  their  application,  I 
iliould  anfwer  them  by  obferving, — that  the 
Scotch  Laws  and  Religion — different  before  the 
Union  from  thofe  of  England,  differ  Jiill  : — that 
if,  in  the  cafe  of  Scotland,  the  neighbour 
Crowns,  accidentally  placed  on  the  fame  head, 
were,  on  the  demife  of  Ann,  to  be  feparated 
again, — fo  in  the  cafe  of  Ireland,   the  combined 

Executive 

*  The  prefent  fitu.uion  of  Europe  fumiflies  reufons  for  \ 
Union,     more    than    compenfating    any    geogiaphuv.l    rea 
which,    in  1706,  might   hayc  been    afligncd   fair  th<   Scotch 
Union. 
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Executive  Authorities,  placed  conftitutionally  in 
the  fame  hands,  and  confifting  of  the  fame  pre- 
rogatives, were,  in  the  inftance  of  the  Regency, 
more  than  in  danger  of  being  fcparated — and 
decompofed  into  different  degrees  of  power, 
committed  to  different  hands  ; — and  I  might  add 
that  an  Union  would  have  precluded  the  pofiiD"ili- 
ty  of  fuch  divifion. — But  with  refpect  to  this 
Union  of  the  Crowns,  I  mould  remind  you  that 
the  fame  Scottifh  party  (with  the  Duke  of  Hamil- 
ton, if  ray  memory  ferves  me,  or  Lord  Annan- 
dale  at  its  head)  which  oppofed  an  Union,  was 
willing  to  fecure  the  Hanover  fuccefiion,  and 
therefore,  that  the  ground  which  you  have  taken 
fails, — viz.  of  a  neceffity  for  the  Scotch  Union,  as 
the  only  means  for  preventing  a  feparation  of  the 
Crowns,  on  the  death  of  Anne. 

As  to  what  you  mention  with  refpect  to  Re- 
ligion, I  would  remind  you,  that  if  that  diffe- 
rence which  in  England  and  Scotland,  you  fay, 
prevailed  between  the  religions  as  ivell  of  the 
people,  as  of  the  ftate,  afforded  an  argument  for 
their  incorporation, — the  religious  perfuafion  of 
a  great  majority  of  the  Iriifi  people,  differing 
from  that  which  the  Britifn  Empire  has  efta- 
bliftied,  and  the  Britilh  people  profefs — furnifhes 
what,  at  lead,  is  no  reafon  againji  the  projected 
lTnion  ;  and  I  fhould  remind  you  farther,  that 
the  Irilh  Lords,  having  fir  ft  in  the  reign  of  Ann, 
petitioned  for  an  Union,  when  they  could  not 

obtain 
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obtain  it,  concurred  in  en; 
which  the  benignity  of 

liamcnt  has  i 

You   a<k,    whether    Ci  any  theory,      b 

"  wild,   will    jufliiy    us    in    faying^    ther 

"  danger  of  our  feparation  I       [and  ?." — It 

J'ccms   to  me,  that  certain 

titled  Reports  of  the  Secret  Com  our 

Lords  and  Commons, — will  j:  eft- 

ing   the  cxiRcncc   of   fuel)   a  dan      I   ;  —  I         will 
juftify  us  fo  afbply,  tjial  [  am  ti 
variation)   to  retort  your  interrogatory,   and   en- 
quire whether  "any theory,  h  wild,  will 
"  warrant  us  in  doubtim  that  there  is  fome  dan 
•"  of  feparation  ?" — I  would  aflc,    if  tl 
not  concur  with  experience  to  filence  every  doi 
that  there  is  danger,   of  at  leait  a  bloody  atte: 

at   feparation  ? But  you   proceed    to  aik, — 

whether,  even   admitting  fuch  a    danger,  it  be 
pne   which    Union   would  remove  : — It     might 
perhaps  be  a  fufficicnt  anfwer  to  your  pre  ma:-., 
opposition,  to  aver  that  the  tendencies  of  Unj 
to  remove  this  peril,    mult  depend  on  the  yet  :■:,:- 
known  terms  and  nature  of  fuch  Union  ; — but  I 
prefer  meeting  you  more  directly,  and  afler-ti  i 
that  thofe   regulations  and  arrangements   which, 
from  its    effential  nature,   Union   mufl  involve, 
and  efpecially  which,  in  the  prefent  cafe,   Union 
is  likely  to   involve,   will  in    my  opinion   Lil'en, 
if  not   remove,    the  danger    of  feparation. 

When 
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When  (p.  30  and  31)  you  notice  Thofe  "  paf- 
"  fions,"  and  that  diilike  to  England  "  which-' 
fo  "  affected  the  Scots,"  as  not  to  permit  them 
"  to  advert  to  thofc  obvious  principles"  which  you 
admit  would  have  fTiewn  them  that  "  the  Union 
"  was  no  lefs  advantageous  to  Scotland  thafflU^ 
"  ceffary  to  England, "— <-you  appear  to  me  to  fug- 
ged nothing  fo  ftrongly  as  the  likelihood  that  you 
yourfelf,  in  common  with^many  of  our  country- 
men, are  delivering  up  your  reafon  to  the  mifgui- 
dance  of  your  prejudices,  and  indulging  paffions 
which  make  you  blind  to  the  moil  obvious  princi- 
ples ;  and  in  truth  I  confider  the  prefent  queition 
to  be  one  fo  well  calculated  for  exciting  thofe  pre- 
judices, of  which  National  Vanity  is  the  fource, 
that  I  am  difoofed  to  wonder  at  the  temper  and 
filent  forbearance  of  the  Iriih  Nation  at  large,  and 
at  that  confinement  1  which  I  obfer-ve,  of  the  fpirit  of 
anti-unionijm  to  Dublin,  who/4  ( rather  perhaps  ap- 
parent than  real)  inter ejis  raife  fome  obj eel-ion  to  its 
competence,  and  a  very  fcrious  one  to  its  credibility, 
as  a  witnefs  on  this  great  national  concern. 

When  you  touch  on  the  connection  of  the 
Scots  with  France,  I  leave  it  to  Hoche  and  Hum- 
bert, Tone  and  Mc.  Nevin,  to  anfwer  the  argu- 
ment which  fuch  an  ailufion  involves';  and  when 
vou  notice  "  the  fevere  but  perhaps  neeeffary  po- 
"  licy"  adopted  with  refpect  to  commerce  by 
England  towards  Scotland,  I  thank  you  for  hav- 
ing 


rguments  wl  icfi         i         -;te, 
ift,w  lii  k  if  thei  .1  bene- 

fit which  a:,  could  prod  ;id,  that 

Britain  without  an  Union  rnight 
2tlly,   where  you  hope  (p.  50)  that  the  chance 

Sk  to  be  chofen  as  a  Naval  (tation   v. ill  not  be 
fted  by  the  fucc  the  project  for  an  Union. 

You  youifelf  admit  that  until  the  Realms  of  Eng- 
land and  Scotland  became  united,  I 
which  was  fevere,  might  yet  be  neceffar}  i 
r.afc,  like  rule,   is  a  gooi  im 

Bui  when  you  refer  the  Rebellions  of  17 15  and 
1745  to  the  Scotch  Union,  you  Jitter  from  fome 
hifliorians  of  good  reputation  ;  who  have  on  the 
contrary  referred  them  to  that  mere  attachment 
to  the  family  of  Stuart  which  preceded,  and  wae 
unconnected  with  the  Union,  and  which,  though 
no  legiflative  incorporation  had  taken  place, 
would  as  certainly  have  generated  a  Rebellion 
againft  a  Scotch  acl  of  fettlement,  fecuring  the 
Hanover  fucceffion. 

To  attribute  the  infurrecrions  or  i  7  \  5  and  1745 
to.the  Union,  is  as  inconfiftcnt  with  the  hiftor 
thofe  tranfaclions  themfelves,  as  it  is  with  all 
hiftoricaltradition  upon  the  fubjecl.  "  All  thofe," 
fays  Tindal,  "  who  adhered  inflexibly  to  the  Ja- 
"  cobite  Intereft,  oppofed  every  ftep  that 
"  made  towards  an  Union  with  great  vehemence  : 

■ 
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**  For  theyfaw  that  the  Union/truck  at  the  root  of  all 
t;  their  defigns  for  a  new  Revolution."  Now,  that 
thefe  defigns  preceded  that  Union  which  it  was 
feared  would  impede  their  execution,  feems  an 
inference  ib  plain,  that  I  doubt  whether  I  fhould 
be  prevented  from  drawing  it,  by  even  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  164  to  32. 

I  doubt  whether  in  the  face  of  your  four 
Reprefentatives  (p.  52)  of  all  profeflional  merit 
at  the  Irifli  Bar — I  mould  not  venture  to  affert 
that  the  root  muft  have  had  exiftence,  in  order 
to  its  being  (truck  at  ; — and  that  the  Union 
could  not  at  once  have  fown  the  feed  of  thofe 
revolutionary  defigns,  and  been  the  meafure 
which  ftruck  at  the  root  from  whence  they  fprung. 

I  maintain  therefore  fofl—^thzx  the  fecuring  of 
the  Hanover  iucceffion  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  no  otherwife  attainable  than  by  an  Union  ; 
and  fecondly,  that  the  feeds  and  caufes  of  the 
Scotch  rebellions,  were  antecedent  to,  and  dif- 
tinct  from  the  Union.  I  may  therefore  admit 
with  you,  that  "  it  was  not  until  after  1746,  that 
"  Scotland  began  to  feel  the  beneficial  effects  of 
Union  :"  i.  e.  It  was  not  until  thofe  obstacles  to  its 
benefits  had  ceafed,  which  had  arifen  aliunde  ; 
which  had  been  produced  bv  caufes  perfectly 
diftirift. 

I 

There 
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I  here    appear  to  have   b  en    two 
itland  :    "He    ol    infli .  ible  Ja<  obitt  ,    •■•  h 
ground  of  oppofition  to  Union,  was  \\   tendency 
to  counteract  thi  ir  revolutionary  project  .     7 
faction  would  have  been  as  averfe  to  fecurii 
Hanover  fucceffion  by  a   fettlernent,    as  by   an 
Union  ;   and  to  the  family   attachments  of   tl 
party,   and  not  to  the  Union,   are  the  rebellii 
to  be  afcribed. 

Another  party,  averfe  from  the  Union,  was 
yet  content  to  fecure  the  Hanover  fuccellion  ; — 
and  it  feems  probable,  that  without  an  Union, 
this  could  have  been  atchicved. 

Thus  both  your  pofitions  appear  to  be  ill- 
founded  :  //>//,  that  in  the  cafe  of  .Scotland,  the 
mere  alternative  was  Union  of  the  kingdoms, 
or  feparation  of  the  Crow  ns  ; — fetondly,  that  the 
Union  was  the  fource  of  the  rebellions.  With 
the  two  pofitions  on  which  they  were  built,  your 
two  inferences  mud  alfo  fall  to  the  ground  :  viz. 
firft,  that  a  primary  motive  for  the  Scotch  Union 
was  one  which  does  not  exift  to  juftify  an  Iriih 
one;  fccondly,  that  Union  is  likelv  to  produce 
rebellion.  That  the  Union  was,  in  Scotland,  a 
caufe  of  much  difcontent  to  many, — and  conse- 
quently, by  making  the  public  mind  more  com- 
buftible,  contributed  to  feed  thofe  Barnes  o(  rebel- 
lion, which  other  caufes  had  lighted  up  is  a  poli- 
ty tien 
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iion  neither  controvertible,  nor  very  material  ; 
at  leafl  it  bed  deferves  to  be  recollecled  by  thofe, 
who  by  now  zealoufly  irritating  the  public  mind, 
are  at  once  difqualifying  them  from  the  difcuflion 
of  a  very  ferious  fubjecl,  and  (I  hope  inadver- 
tently) laying  the  angry  foundations  of  rebellion. 
But  let  all  this  be  as  it  may,  we  know  by  expe- 
rience, that  without  an  Union, — nay,  that  under 
circumjlances  the  oppofite  to  thofe  which  Union  would 
induce,  Ireland  can  produce  a  fufficiently  formida- 
ble rebellion  : — fo  formidable,  that  I  am  led  to 
enquire  whether  a  radical  change  of  its  fituation 
might  not  abate  fo  bloody  and  lamentable  a 
fertility. 

I  have  the  Honour  to  be,  &c. 

A.    BARRISTER. 
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L  E  T  T  E  R     VII. 


to   RICHARD   JE3By    I   n. 

8  I   R, 

1  ASK  pardon,  Sir,  for  troubling  you  with 
another  Letter:  It  {hall  be  the  laft.  In  writing 
it,  I  fhall  continue  the  fame  courfe  which  I  have 
hitherto  purfued  ;  and  not  confine  my  attempts 
to  detecting  the  infulliciency  of  the  arguments 
which  you  have  ufed  ;  but  go  into  the  queflion 
more  largely,  and  directly,  and  endcaumr  tq 
prove  the  fallacy  of  the  opinio:. which  vou  have 
embraced. 

You  mud  however  permit  me  to  begin  by  fmil- 
ing  at  your  reluctance  in  page  36,  to  u  relin- 
quifh  that  domeftic  Government,  under  whole 
foftering  care"  (now  fee  page  9,^  you  tell  us  tlv  t 
kC  Catholic  petitions  have  been  ignominioufly 
kicked  out  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  and  next 
Selfion  palled  :  Full  participation  oi'  Rights  been 
promifed  ;  and  in  the  fame  Seffion,  the  (tipulated 
terms  refufed  :  Violent  (hand  Jury  Rcfolutions" 
been  entered  into ;  and  '•  other  groft  and  un- 
fortunate 
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fortunase  inconfiftencies"  occurred,  "  which  dif~ 
graced  our  Parliament  and  Country"  It  is  true  you 
attribute  this  to  Britifh  interference  ;  but,  though 
you  fhruld  be  warranted  in  doing  fo,  {till  it 
appears  to  me  that,  if  we  admit  the  truth 
of  your  picture,  we  mould  not  be  inconfolable 
for  the  lofs  of  that  c;  Parliamentary  traffic," 
(p.  51,)  which  you  deplore:  Of  that  "  rank 
majority,"  (not  the  164,)  from  which  it  is  your 
boafl  that  our  Judges  are  not  felected  ;  of  that 
"  domeftic  Government"  which  you  reprefent 
as  having  fo  "  difgraced  itfelf  ;"  (p.  9.)  or  of 
that  "  foflering  care,"  to  which,  in  our  "  Par- 
liamentary market,"  Britifh  interference  has  found 
it  fo'eafy  to  put  an  end.  (p.  9.)  Surely  you  will 
not,  on  reflection,  perfift  in  your  opinion,  (p.  ^y) 
that  "  no  compenfation  can  be  made  for"  fuch 
il  an  independcrt  Conftitution"  as  you  have  been 
defcrijSing  ;  i.  e.  a  Conftitution,  whofe  indepen- 
dence depends  on  the  plcafure  of  the  Britifh  Cabi- 
net :  For  my  part,  I  feel  that  I  mould  part  fuch 
an  independence  with  dry  eyes  ;  fuppofmg  your 
implication  true,  (which  I  utterly  deny,)  that 
Union  is  equivalent  to  a  furrender  of  Irifh  inde- 
pendence. I  have  already  fuggefted,  and  here 
beg  to  repeat,  that  Union  is  no  more  an  abolition 
of  Iriih,  than  of  Britifh  independence  :  That  it 
will  efface  the  independence  of  this  Country,  not 
bv  making  itfubjeel  io^  but  one  with  Britain: — 
that  the  fecuring  to  Ireiand   in  this  coalition,  an 
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adequate  fharcof  the  Imperial  Reprefentatii  n,  ii 
a  matter  which  regards  the  term;,  nol 
pie  of  Union  ;  and  which  we  '.ire  not  autl 
to  prefurfje  will  be  negl  .  thai  at  prefeni 

are  one  Empire  with  two  Legiflatures:  which,  if  we 
adopt  the  eftabliihed  analogy  between  bodies  po- 
litic, and  bodies  natural,  may  be  affimilated 
one  man,  with  two  wills:  I  do  not  recollect  that 
the  fcriptures  encourage  us  to  expert  much  ener- 
gy from  a  being  thus  conflituted;  on  the  contrary 
I  think  they  inform  us  that  "  the  double-minded 
man  is  unliable  in  all  his  ways." 

In  page  65  you  take  a  flight  into  the  regions  of 
■declamation,  far  beyond  my  power,  or  wifh  to 
follow.  I  content  myfelf  with  the  humbler  pro- 
vince of  examining  the  ground  from  which  vou 
foar  ;  and  which  feems  to  me  to  be  an  utter  mif- 
conceptionof  the  meaning  of  that  author,  wh  1  1 
you  have  undertaken  to  anfwer. — He  merely 
cited  the  example  of  France,  to  flicw  that  the 
incorporation  of  federated  States  conduces  to 
Imperial  energy.  But  he  has  no  where  laid  that 
the  projecled  incorporation  was  intended  to  be 
upon  the  French  model  ;  or  that  it  was  mean: 
"  to  render  Ireland  absolutely  (or  at  allj  depen- 
"  dent  on  the  will  of  Britain."  lie  has  onl\ 
fought  to  mew  by  example,  that  the  more  intimate 
union  of  thofe  imperially  allied  States,  which  con- 
stitute the  Britifh  Empire,   would   snereafe  the 
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force  of  the  thus  ccnfolidated  of  that  Em- 

pire, wftch,  (p.  25)  ycu  admit  to  be  engaged 
"  in  miraculous  ftruggles,  for  the  fupport  of  a 
<:  pre-eminence  which  fecures  to  every  part,  {and 
"  Irel  l  pari)  its  confhitution,  liberties  and 

"  laws."'  He  has  not  faid,  becaufe  every  incor- 
poration has  this  tendency  to  give  Imperial 
ftrength,  that  therefore  Ireland  mould  alfent  to 
any  Union  derogatory  to  her  interefts,  or  ana- 
logous to  what  has  abforbed  fmaller  furrounding 
States  in  the  fweeping  defpotifm  of  France  ;  no 
fuch  thing  :  he  has  left  this  country  free  to  investi- 
gate the  conditions  ;  and  has  only  fuggefted  that 
Union  appears  calculated  to  fortify,  and  give 
energy  to  that  Empire,  the  ftrength  of  which  can- 
not be  indifferent  to  Ireland,  if  what  vou  fav  be 
true,  viz.  that  it  is  engaged  "  in  miraculous  ftrug- 
gles for  the  fecurity,  amongft  other  things,  of  Irijh 
liberties,  laws,  and  Conftitution." 

You  admit  (p.  25)  that  Ireland  fhould  contri- 
bute proportionably  to  Imperial  expences  fo  be- 
neficially applied  ;  and,  in  doing  fo,  you  do  make 
that  admiiiion,  which  in  p.  27  you  forefee  will  be 
imputed  to  you  ;  that  fo  far  as  Union  will  throw 
this  liability  upon  your  country,  it  will  not  be 
inexpedient,  or  unjuft.  But  you  object  to  making 
a  Britifh  Parliament  appraifers  of  this  proportion  ; 
:h  ycu  think  would  argue  a  filly,  and  exceflive 
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coa£d<  hi  <    in  Britifh  g       .        .  -■    . 
would  be  but  a,  one  ro  five,  fcc.  &  ■ 

To  1 1  # I ~  I  anfwer,  thai  imperial qu  v.iil, 

after  Union,  he  referred,  not  to  a  Britilh,  bu* 
Imperial  Parliament  :  that  if  the  incorporation 
be  framed  on  right  principles,  it  will  confolidate 
the  interefts,  as  well  as  Leg i flat-arcs  of  the  two 
countries  ;  and  render  all  complaints  of  the  rela- 
tive paucity  of  Irifh  Members  as  groundlefs  as  a 
like  complaint  would  be  from  the  inhabitants  of 
Kent;    and  fecondh,  that  the  preft  tive  ex- 

tent of  Irifh  contribution  may  be  fixed  by  the  ar- 
ticles of  Union  ;  and  as  Ireland  will,  I  truft, 
become  fo  profperous,  as  that  the  proportion 
(truck  now,  will  hereafter  be  manifeftly  inade- 
quate to  her  relative  means,  the  fame  treaty  might 
perhaps  provide  fome  juft  criterion  oi  future  Re- 
venue adjuftment ;  and  guard  againil  the  rifque 
of  referring  it  to  the  United  Legislature,  arbitra- 
rily to  encreafe  the  degree  of  Irifh  liability. — 
h*  Hitherto,"  you  inform  us,  (p.  25)  that  Ireland 
*'  has  been  unable  to  do  more  than  maintain  her 
"  own  jftablifhment,  which  has  alone  ptoduc 
"  a  large  debt."  On  reading  this  poiition,  one 
is  led  to  lament  that  the  "  loitering  care  or  our 
domeftic  Government"  has  not  more  effectually 
promoted  our  commercial  prosperity  ;  and  ro 
doubt  the  rectitude  of  the  opinion  which  you 
vance,  (p.  37,)  that  Ireland  can  derive  n 
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mercial  advantage  from  an  Union :  at  leaft  it 
ieems  to  follow  from  your  Jiatemcnt,  that  fhe  has 
not  much  to  lofe  ;  and  if  it  be  obvious  that  fhe 
uiuft  fuffer,  or  at  leaft  not  gain  commercially  by 
an  Union,  it  mufl  be  admitted  that  you  ought  to 
acquit  Great  Britain  of  the  no-crime  which  you 
have  imputed  to  her,  of  feeking  an  Union  with 
financial  views  ;  fmce  in  order  to  take  money  out 
of  the  Irifh  purfe,  fhe  mufl  firft  put  money  into 
it :  where  there  is  no  crop,  there  cannot  be  any 
tithe.  In  page  25,  you  fugged:  a  mode,  by  which 
Ireland  might  "  contribute  to  leffen  the  load  of 
debt  which  England  has  contra £ted."  The  fe- 
curing  this  contribution  you,  in  the  fame  page, 
fuppofe  to  be  "  the  Minifter's  grand  objedt  in  the 
Union  ;"  and  your  expedient  for  accomplifhing 
it,  is  recommended  on  the  authority  of  Mr.  Adam 
Smith. 

By  way  of  anfwer,  I  fliould  Jirji  exprefs  my 
doubt  whether  Government  have  any  fuch  object 
as  you  attribute  to  them.  In  an  "  outline  of  the 
fcheme  of  Union,''  as  lately  given  in  one  of  our 
public  Prints,  it  is  fuppofed  to  make  a  part  of  that 
fcheme,  that  "  Great  Britain  fhall  be  refponfible 
for  her  own  debt,  and  its  reduction." 

Secondly,  I  would  obferve,  that  Mr.  Smith,  on 
whofe  authority  you  rely,  is  no  foe  to  the  princi- 
ple of  Union  :    he  approved  of  the  Scotch,  and 
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recommended Irrfh  Union;   (Book  5th  (  h.  1IJ. ;  and 
fo  far   from   regarding  the    Irifh    Channel   a    any 
impediment    to  political   incorporation,     nil    at- 
tachment to  the  principle  overleaped  the  Atlantic, 
and   led   him  to  fugged:   Union    between  Britain 
and  her  American  Colonies  (ibid.)     Therefore, 
when  you  were  feeking  any   means    rather    than 
Union,  for  the  attainment  of  an  end,  it  was   in- 
judicious to  refer  to  the  authority  of  Adam  Smith. 
Give  me  leave  now,   Sir,  as   I  approach  to  my 
conclufion,  rather  briefly  and  curforily,  (yet  I  hope 
not  ineffectually)  to  attempt  refuting  fuch  of  your 
arguments  as  remain  unnoticed.     In  page  14  you 
cite,  with  mighty  triumph,  the  Chancellor's  por- 
tion, that   "  the  Parliament  of  Ireland  was  alone 
competent   to   the   affairs    of   Ireland."     Permit 
me  to  check  your  pride  of  quotation,   by  whif- 
pering  in  your  ear  that,  after  an  Union,    the  Im- 
perial Legiflature  will  be  the  Parliament  of  Ire- 
land, (aye  and   of  Wales,     and    Scotland,   and 
Yorkfhire,  and  the  Ifle  of  Wight,)   and  therefore 
may,    confidently  with  the  doctrines  of  my  Lord 
Chancellor,  (to  which  I  heartily  fublcribe,)    be 
"  competent  to  the  affairs  of  Ireland." 

In  page  43,  you  affert  that  different  parts  of 
Ireland,  "  Dublin,  Cork, and  Limerick,  the  South, 
the  North,  and  the  Weft,"  are  treated  by  the 
author  of  that  pamphlet  which  you  anfwer,  k'  as 
if  they  were  infulated  bodies."     You  muli  pardon 
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me  if  I  differ  from  you  altogether,  and  think  that, 
en  the  contrary,  in  that  pamphlet,  the  different 
parts  of  Ireland  are  treated  as  if  thev  v.  ere, 
(which  they  are,)  intimately  connected.  They  are 
tteated  conformably  to  sour  own  principle  ;  (in 
the  truth  of  which  I  fully  acquiefce,)  viz.  that 
"  it  is  impoilible  to  propofe  any  fcheme  of  poli 
affecting  the  welfare  of  one"  part  of  Ireland 
u  which  will  not,"  in  fome  degree,  "  affect*' 
the  whole.  Hence  it  follows,  that  in  fuggefling 
benefits,  which  might  refult  to  Cork,  or  Limerick, 
from  an  Union,  your  adverfary  did  not  addrefs 
himfelf  to  the  felfifhnefs  of  thofe  cities,  but  only 
implied,  what  you  admit  to  be  true,  viz.  that  in 
promoting  "  the  welfare  of  one  part'*  of  Ire- 
land, an  Union  will,  pro  iantc,  promote  the  wel- 
fare of  the  whole. 

I  admit  with  you,  p.  44,  (is  truth  the  admiflion 
is  involved  in  what  I  have  juft  written,)  that 
Dublin  cannot  "  fuffer  an  injury,  which  muft  not 
•c  be  felt  in  every  corner  of  the  kingdom."  But 
I  encounter  this  affertion  with  another,  viz.  that 
Cork  and  Limerick  cannot  derive  advantages, 
which  will  not  be  felt  in  every  quarter  of  the 
kingdom. 

What  the  queflion  may  be  to  the  inhabitants  if 
Dublin  I  do  not  know  ;  (and  I  fhould  rather  hear 
their  ^arguments  upon  it,  than  their  refolutions  ; 

for 
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for  as  I  am  not  by  nature  timid,  refolutionj  d©  not 
appal  me  :) — but  I  am  certain  that  to  lr:la>\\  the 
queftion  is  not  what  Dublin,  taken  apart,  will 
lofe  or  gain  ;  but  whal  will  DC,  the  a' 
or  advantage  to  the  whole  kingdom  ?  And  there- 
lore  it  is  a  conclufive  argument  to  fhew  that  for 
what  is  likely  to  be  loft  in  one  quarter  of  the 
Country,  an  equivalent  is  likely  to  be  acquired  in 
another.  Every  gain  to  Cork  or  Limerick  is,  in- 
directly an  acquifition  to  Dublin  ;  for  it  is  an  cn- 
creafe  of  that  national  profperity,  which  will  nou- 
rifh  Dublin,   as  it  circulates  through  Ireland. 

But  though  this  principle  be  fufficiently  ob\ 
to   impartiality \    and  common  fenfe,  vet   I  doubt 
whether  we  ought  to  lillon,    without  fcruple,   to 
the  proteftations  of  Dublin  againft  an  lTnion.     I 
doubt  whether  we  mould  not  argue  more  judi- 
cioufly  with  the  jealoufies  of  the  metropolis,  h\ 
fuggefling  that  the  lois' to  Dublin  will,  if  any  thi 
be  little.     It  undoubtedly  will  lofe  fome  of   tl 
wealth,  and  importance,  which  flow  to  it  as  the 
feat  of  a   diftinct  Legiflature.     But  it  will  fhare, 
(and  principally)  in  that  general  etvcreaie  of  na- 
tional profperity,  which  the  friends  10  Union  hope 
will  be  the  confequerice  oii  the    meafure.     It  is, 
as  you  obferve,  (p.  43)  k-"the  kev  to  the  gi eater 
u  part  of  Ireland  ;    and,  from   the  exteniion 
"  the  Canals,   muff   ever    continue  (o"     Allow 
me  to  add,  that  Union  will  leave  it  this  advan- 
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tage,  this  fource  of  national  pre-eminence,  undif- 
turbed. 

But  befides,  let  it  be  remembered  that  the  terms 
of  Union  (at  lead  in  detail)  are  yet  undivulged  : 
that  part  of  the  arrangement  might  be  a  facili- 
tating this  extenfion  of  the  canals,  an  improving 
of  the  port,  or  holding  out  temptations  to  the 
merchant  to  make  choice  of  it ;  or  in  fhort,  (not 
to  indulge  in  mere  conjecture  as  to  the  means ,) 
is  it  not  poffible  that,  in  adjufling  the  terms  of 
Union,  particular  and  direcl  compenfation  may- 
be made  to  the  Metropolis,  for  any  detriment 
which  fhe  might  fuflain,  independent  of  that 
general  and  indirecl  equivalent,  which  fhe  will  find 
in  the  advancement  of  national  profperity  ? 

It  may,  and  will,  (I  think)  be  found  policy  in 
Adminiftration  thus  to  appeafe  the  jealoufies  of 
this  City;  but  I  am  fure  it  is  liberal,  and  patriotic 
policy,  to  forget  the  particular  interefts  of  Dublin, 
except  fo  far  as  they  make  a  part  of  the  general 
interefts  of  Ireland.  Yet,  in  the  cafe-of  Scotland, 
you  feem  to  me  to  view  the  metropolis,  diftin&Iy 
from  the  kingdom.  I  do  not  know  how  elfe  to 
reconcile  two  pafiages,  which  I  meet  in  pages  45 
and  49  of  your  pamphlet.  In  the  firfl  of  thefe, 
lamenting  over  Edinburgh,  you  ftate  it  as  a  con- 
fequence  of  the  Union  that  "  fcarcely  a  fingle 
"  Lord  has  an  houfe  there.' '     In  the  fecond  you 
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fay  that  "five  inflanccs  cannot  be  adduced 
"  Scotchmen  of  rank,  however  powerful  and 
"  extended  their  Kngliili  connexions,  whofe  chief, 
"  or  at  leafl  temporary,  refidence  and  moft  ufeful 
"  expenditure  is  not  in  Scotland.  It  fhould 
feem  from  this  ftatement  that  the  Scotch  have 
only  changed  their  refidence  from  one  part  of 
Scotland  to  others  ;  and  whether  or  not  Edin- 
burgh has  been  rendered  defolate  by  the  Union, 
is  a  queftion  which  the  erection  of  the  nciv  town 
will  anfwer.  For  my  part,  I  doubt  whether  No- 
blemen, and  great  men,  refiding  difperfedly  at 
their  feats  and  amongft  their  tenants,  are  not  more 
ufeful  to  the  kingdom  which  they  inhabit,  than 
when  collcilcd  into  a  metropolis:  I  doubt  whether 
landed  proprietors,  refiding  in  a  chief  City,  and 
not  on  their  eftates,  are  nof  ixfpccies  of  Abfentees. 
Be  this  however  as  it  may,  1  at  leafl  collect  from 
your  ftatement,  wherewithal  to  calm  my  terror  at 
the  profpect,  which  you  think  an  Union  opens — 
of  a  great  augmentation  of  our  Abfentees.  I  do 
not  think  it  likely  to  encreafe  them  in  any  very 
great  degree  ;  but  though  it  mould,  (befide  that 
the  terms  of  Union  might,  in  the  department  of 
taxation,  counteract  this  mifchief,)you  have  ftiewn 
me  that  an  Irilh  "  Abfentee  may  be  only  a  poli- 
tical fpeculator,  who  will  in  the  end  enrich,  and 
adorn  his  native  country. 

Allow  me  to  fay,  that  when  you  give  to  Union 
the  tide  of  Revolution,  you  imply  what  I  have 
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was  a  Revolution  :  that  when  you  call  "  the  fub- 
ftitution  of  another  Parliament  in  the  room  of  the 
exifting  one,"  (which  by  the  way  is  a  very  inac- 
curate defcription  of  the  effect  of  Union,)  a  Revo- 
lution, you  admit  that  a  Reform  of  Parliament 
would  be  a  Revolution  :  that  when  you  talk  of 
the  plain /peaking  of  thofe  great  men  who  flourifh- 
ed  in  1688,  you  appear  widely  to  miftake  their 
political  fentiments.  They  did  "  recur  to  refine- 
ment" :  they  refined*  when  they  founded  them- 
felves  on  James's  Abdication  ;  and  their  re- 
finement arofe  from  a  reverence  for  that  Confti- 
tution,  with  whofe  hereditary,  and  other  princir 
pies,  they  meddled  no  farther  than  an  imperious 
neceffity  compelled  them  to  do.  So  far  from 
aflerting,  with  Price,  a  right  "  to  cajlrier  their  Go- 
vernors, and  chufe  a  Government  for  tbemfehes"  or 
publifhing  with  you,  that  they  had  "  depofed  King 
James,  andffubftituted  William  in  his  ftead,"  they 
on  the  contrary,  veiled  m  myflerious,  and  laudable 
refinement,  that  degree  ofjinterference  which  they 
found  it  impoffible  to  avoid. 

And  now,  Sir,  I  have  only  to  congratulate  you 
on  being  a  fraction  of  that  immenfe  fuperiority  of 
Bar  talent,  eminence,  and  information,  (p.  54.) 
as  well  as  numbers,  which  in  the  Exhibition-Room 
condefcended  to  iffue  a  manifefto,*that  much  fim- 
pler  heads  might  have  compofed !  It  is  amiable 

to 


to  foe  great!  winds  indulge  in  I  .-.iion  ; 

to  fecSw  ting  R-ebufes,  orScipioand  I,a.hus 

gathering  pebbles  on   the   G  i-flwe!    Bttt  inch 

you  are  too  feverc  on  the  Minority  :  had  you  O 
tented    youricli    with  laying,    Artj  Numcri  Sumus, 
from  the  bottom  of  my  heart,  I  fhould  have  acqui- 
cfced  in  the  truth  of  the  allertion  ;  but  you  ought 
to  confider  that,  though  the  i64fh  of  your  praife 
of  the  Majority  which  comes  to  your  fhare,  be  no 
greater  than  your  modefty  is  able  to  endure,  yet  I 
cannot   afl'crt  the  talent  of  the  Minority  without 
claiming  a  thirty-fecond  part  of  the  applaufe  I  give ; 
which  is  more  even  of  "  empty  praife,"  than  my 
weak  ambition  could  digeft.     We  may  both  how- 
ever join  to  oppofe  a  common  enemy,  and  proteft 
againft  that  vile  calumniator,  who  has  dared  to 
fay  of  Lawyers,  '•  that  in  all  points  out  of  their 
"  own  trade,  theyare  the  moft  ignorant,  and  ftupid 
"  generation  amonglt  us."  *     From  this  character 
of  the  profeflion,  it  is  very  fuperfluous  for  me  to 
tell  you  that  I  diffent ;   but  in  truth,  when  I  recol- 
lect the  William-ftrcet  Exhibition,   1  am  tempted 
with  the  fame  author  to  fay,  that  it  is  "  a  pity  that 
M  creatures  endued  with  fuch  prodigious  abilitL  . 
"  as  by  the  defcription  you  give  of  them,  (i.  e.  ot 
"  the  Majority)   thefe  Lawyers  mull  certainly  be, 
"  were  not  rather  inftrudois  of  others  in  wifdora 
"and  knowledge,"!  than  in  violence  \ind  rafimefs. 

I  alk 
»  Swift.  Ibid. 


So 

I  afk  pa  rdon  for  the  unreafonable  length  of  this 
concluding  letter  ;  and  though  I  have  kept  my 
word,  in  treating  your  arguments  with  freedom, 
can  with  truth  fubfcribe  myfelf  your's,  with  much 
refpect  and  efteem, 

A  BARRISTER. 


FINIS. 


